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Preface 


This publication presents the financial statistics of local government in Ontario in 1979. It 
follows the 1978 publication entitled ‘‘Local Government Finance in Ontario, 1978’’ and pro- 
vides sectoral and trend analysis on information for the year 1979 and the preceding years from 
1977, 


The publication of the 1979 edition has been delayed pending the introduction of a new in- 
formation data base system within the Ministry. These analyses of information reported by mu- 
nicipal governments are a continuation of the effort by the government to provide readily avail- 
able information on the financial and fiscal performance of the local government sector. 


This study includes a report of financial performance of local government in 1979, an inter- 
provincial comparison of local sector financial operations from 1977 to 1979 and appendices. 
Appendix A summarizes local government finance by upper tier in the Province as required by 


Section 223 of The Municipal Act. 


inister of Intergovernmental Affairs 
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Introduction 


This publication presents the financial operations of local government in 1979, an analysis 
of sectoral trends in the local sector compared to previous years and compared with local gov- 
ernment financial activities in other provinces. 


Part I provides an analysis of key local government financial data for all local government 
in aggregate and for six categories of municipalities in the province. These categories refer to 
types of municipalities which are defined according to municipal structure and location. 


Appendix A offers a summary by upper tier of the financial statistics of all municipal gov- 
ernments in Ontario (school boards excluded). 


Part II presents an inter-provincial comparison of local government financial operations in a 
sample of Canadian provinces for 1977 through 1979. More detailed information for this sec- 
tion is provided in Appendix B. Much cooperation was required from the provinces in the pro- 
vision of background material and our appreciation is extended to those provinces which par- 
ticipated in the study. 


Detailed information for Part I only is available from the Ministry’s data bank. In general, 
detailed or summary data will be provided free of charge but the Ministry reserves the right to 
recover costs of meeting requests for large volumes of data. 


Requests for detailed information should be directed to the Municipal Budgets and Ac- 
counts Branch at 416-965-2265. 


e@lose 
Director 
Municipal Finance Branch 
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PART I. LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL 
PERFORMANCE: 1979 
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Chapter 1 
1979 Local Sector Financial Performance 


Socio-Economic Highlights 

In 1979 the population in Ontario increased marginally, 0.8 per cent, while households in- 
creased 2.1 per cent. Over the past three years, population growth has slowed considerably 
while household increases have remained high. Total equalized assessment continued to grow 
at 3.9 per cent, almost the same rate as in 1978. Although the increase in the average income 
per household, 8.8 per cent in 1979, was slightly higher than the 1978 rate, it was still below 
the increase in the Consumer Price Index. 


Expenditures 

Despite the relatively high growth in the number of households over the past few years and 
the accompanying high rate of inflation, the municipal sector on average has managed to hold 
spending increases below the rate of inflation. In 1979, municipalities, their local boards, agen- 
cies and school boards spent over $9.6 billion, an increase of 6.3 per cent, slightly lower than 
the 8.8 per cent increase that occurred in 1978 but in both instances, less than the increase in the 
Consumer Price Index. As well, the growth in spending per household, 4.2 per cent was again 
well below the rate of inflation in 1979. 


Socio-Economic Characteristics Table 1-1 
1979/77 1979/78 
RIF 1979 % Change % Change 
Population (000) 8,274 8,384 1F3: 0.8 
Households (000) 3,052 3,199 4.8 Dal 
Total Equalized Assessment ($M) 83,300 89,900 9) 3.9 
Average Income/Household ($) 21,200 24,800 7® 8.8 
Gross Provincial Product ($M) 82,047 99,600 21.4 12.0 
Consumer Price Index (1971= 100) 160.8 191.2 18.9 Onl 
eS EL LI, MSD TIES SII LTE ASB MWS VSS SIEBER EE SE TET REST PEON ITS RU IRATE SH AIR ETT 
a aE a IS SD SAGES IE EELS EOS SAT TID BGS EES OTS i ETE TO SEIS EET 
Local Government Spending Table 1-2 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Municipalities 
Revenue Fund* 3,633 4,342 19.5 8.2 
Capital Fund _ 1,136 1,198 59) 0.8 
Subtotal 4,769 5,540 16.2 6.5 
School Boards 
Revenue Fund* 3,410 3,946 15), 7/ LD 
Capital Fund 128 138 7.8 (18.8) 
Subtotal 3,538 4,084 15"4 6.1 
Total Local Sector 
Revenue Fund* 7,043 8,288 17.8 Usd 
Capital Fund _ 1,264 836 So (len) 
TOTAL 8,307 9,624 15.9 6.3 
Total Spending per Household ($) PATI) 3,088 13.4 4.2 
Inflation (%) 18.9 9.1 
Growth of GPP (%) 23.1 12.1 


*Revenue Fund expenditures are net of transfers to the capital funds. These transfers have been included in the Capi- 
tal Fund. 


PI AO SSE I ESET ES TEBE ILE LT TES EE ES ELEN ERS ESS A NS LEE ELT ETE 
o 


Municipal spending increased 6.5 per cent in 1979, almost 3 percentage points lower than 
that of 1978. The 1979 growth was the result of an 8.2 per cent increase in current expendi- 
tures and 0.8 per cent in capital spending. 


The growth in school boards’ spending also slowed down in 1979. Expenditures for school 
purposes, increasing at an even slower rate than that of municipalities, amounted to $4.1 bil- 
lion, or 6.1 per cent compared to 8.7 per cent in 1978. 


Generally, the increases in spending by both municipalities and school boards represent a 
substantial reduction in the growth rates that occurred in 1976, 1977 and 1978. Due mainly to 
decreases in capital spending, municipalities were able to cut down on borrowing. As a result, 
debt charges grew relatively less than in previous years. 


Revenues 

Local government revenues increased $766 million to over $9.7 billion in 1979. This in- 
crease of 8.6 per cent compared to 5.6 per cent in 1978, reflected substantial increases in the 
two major revenue sources, property taxation and provincial grants. Property taxation grew 
10.1 per cent to $3.8 billion, while provincial assistance increased 6 per cent to $3.8 billion. 
User fees and other revenues grew 12 per cent and 13.1 per cent respectively, both slower than 
in the previous year. Borrowing which dropped 32.6 per cent in 1978, increased 5.6 per cent 
in 1979, as municipalities covered previously unfinanced capital projects. 


Local Government Revenues Table 1-3 
1977 - 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Municipalities 
Taxation 1,663 1,967 18.3 10.1 
Ontario Grants 1525 1,747 14.6 Tal 
Specific User Fees 639 810 26.8 12.0 
Other Revenue 591 762 28.9 ee, 
Borrowing 467 314 (32.8) 17.6 
Subtotal 4,885 5,600 14.6 10.1 
School Boards 
Taxation 1,526 1,831 20.0 10.1 
Ontario Grants 1,908 2,092 9.6 5.0 
Other Revenue 64 96 50.0 iNet 
Borrowing 58 60 3.4 (31.0) 
Subtotal 3,556 4,079 14.7 6.7 
Total Local Sector 
Taxation 3,189 3,798 19.1 10.1 
Ontario Grants 3,433 3,839 11.8 6.0 
Specific User Fees 639 810 26.8 12.0 
Other Revenue 655 858 31.0 1233 
Borrowing S25 374 (28.8) 5.6 
TOTAL 8,441 9,679 14.6 8.6 
Composition of Local Government Revenues Table 1-4 
Municipal School Total Local Sector 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
% % % % % %o % % % 
Taxation 34.0 Bon 35,1 42.9 43.5 44.7 37.8 38.7 39.2 
Ontario Grants Bi 3241 B12 ST Swo Il Silles 40.7 40.6 39.7 
Specific User Fees 13.1 14.2 14.6 2 4 as 7.6 8.1 Sa) 
Other Revenue al 13.4 1320) 1.8 Del DS 7.8 8.6 8.9 
Borrowing 9.6 Se 5.6 1.6 Des} eS) 6.2 4.0 3.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


ee ee Ee ee ee ee 


* Not applicable 
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Provincial assistance decreased its share of revenues from 32.1 per cent for 1978 to 31.2 
per cent while property taxes accounted for roughly the same share as in 1978. As grants de- 
clined as a proportion of revenues, other sources of revenue, user fees, borrowing and miscella- 
neous revenues increased their shares. 


Municipal revenues increased by 10.1 per cent in 1979, almost 4 percentage points more 
than the spending increase that occurred in 1978. As in expenditures, school board revenues 
grew slower than municipal revenues in 1979 increasing 6.7 per cent compared to 7.5 per cent 
in 1978. Property taxation for school purposes, which had been growing faster than municipal 
taxes in previous years, grew at the same rate in 1979. 


Mill Rates and Tax Levels 


Total municipal and school boards mill rates increased on average by 6.8 per cent in 1979, 
about 3 percentage points higher than the increase in 1978, but significantly lower than 11 per 
cent increase in 1977. 


Residential property taxes average $753 per household an increase of 7.3 per cent over 
1978. This amount was further reduced by property tax offsets to $632 per household, about 
2.6 per cent of the average household income. 


Year End Position 


Although local governments are required to balance their operating budgets, surpluses and 
deficits do occur since all expenditures and revenues cannot be accurately forecasted. At the 
end of 1979 municipalities and schoolboards had an accumulated current surplus of $232 mil- 
lion, $47 million more than in 1978. Of the tot:’, $209 million was municipal and $23 million, 
school board. The local sector also reduced its unfinanced capital outlays by $8 million to $189 
million in 1979, all attributable to a $17 million reduction on the municipal side. 


Reserves and reserve funds continued to increase but at a slightly slower rate than in 1978. 
They totalled $1.0 billion, the result of increases of 21 per cent and 10 per cent in school boards 
and municipal funds respectively. 


At the end of 1979, uncollected taxes totalled $273 million, about 7.2 per cent of the taxes 
levied that year. This amount consisted of $207 million in current year uncollected taxes and 
$66 million from previous years. Tax arrears per household averaged $80, an increase of 1.3 
per cent in 1979 compared to $76 in 1978. 


TE I IS UTE APT TTS ESTO TEESE ELLE AB TS BEDE TIN EL EET SE SOLS EE ES EES 


Year End Balances Table 1-5 
Year End Balances 1977 1978 1979 
$Million $Million $Million 
Revenue Fund Surplus 
Municipalities 160 166 209 
School Boards 43 19 23 
Total 203 185 237) 
Capital Fund Unfinanced 
Municipalities 74 183 166 
School Boards 12 14 23 
Total 86 197 189 
Reserve and Reserve Funds 
Municipalities 706 802 884 
School Boards 99 109 132 
Total 805 911 1,016 


LL TID TS TE REIL STE IL FD LER SAE SES NES ESS SS BLE SIG NE TST ST SLT SEIS GE SSVI SRE IDS EGE EDT 
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Taxes Uncollected at Year End Table 1-6 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$Million $Million % Change % Change 

Taxes Uncollected at Year End 

Current Year 182 207 Bed) 9.7 

Previous Year 3i/ 46 24.3 Mol 

Prior Years 15 20 3335 17.6 

Total 234 273 16.7 9.8 
Arrears Per Household 

Current Year 59 66 11.9 20.0 

Prior Years 17 14 (17.6) (41.7) 

Total 76 80 5:3 53 


(fe EEE SEETHER ETS ET TE LS TT A TE 


Chapter 2 
Municipal Revenue Fund Operations 


Expenditures—Overview 


Total municipal revenue fund spending increased 8.3 percent in 1979 from $4.2 to $4.6 bil- 
lion. Operating expenditures per household averaged $1,434, an increase of 6.4 percent over 
1978 compared to 7.4 percent for 1978 over 1977. The Consumer Price Index, which provides 
an indication of inflation for all buyers and sellers, grew 9.1 percent. The fact that the growth in 
per household spending was well below the Consumer Price Index suggests that the level of 
most services provided by all municipalities in Ontario did not increase. 


Operating expenditures per household were higher in urban areas than in rural areas. This 


SSS SSS SSS SSIS 


Municipal Revenue Fund Spending by Object Table 2-1 


1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million $ Million % Change % Change 


Operating Expenses 
Salaries, Wages and 


Employee Benefits 1,777 1,995 2 UST 21.4 8.1 
Materials, Services and 
Financial Expenses 1,000 1,094 1,198 19.8 9.5 
Transfers 336 344 387 V2. 12.5 
Subtotal Seals’ 3,433 3,742 20.2 9.0 
Financial Items 
Debt Charges 385 427 445 15.6 4.2 
Transfers to Own Funds 329 361 385 17.0 6.6 
Subtotal 714 os 830 16.2 S68) 
TOTAL 3,827 EN Yp2)\ 4,572 19.5 8.3 


1979 Municipal Revenue Fund Spending Per 


Household by Object Table 2-2 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North Province 
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ 


a ae ee ee Dee Ee ee Oe 
Operating Expenses 
Salaries, Wages and 


Employee Benefits 1,034 646 601 840 340 488 681 
Materials, Supplies 
and Financial Expenses 3713 398 310 376 360 436 373 
Transfers 179 109 120 138 61 102 119 
Subtotal 1,586 SS: 1,031 1,354 761 1,026 tily3} 
Financial Items 
Debt Charges PAG 139 137 148 62 48 140 
Transfers to Own 
Funds 113 129 100 169 114 fi 121 
Subtotal 330 268 237 S17, 176 219 261 
TOTAL 1,916 ee O| 1,267 1,671 937 1,245 1,434 


was simply because rural areas either provided fewer services or shared some services with 
neighbouring municipalities. Spending levels ranged from $1,916 per household in Metro to 
$937 per household for municipalities in rural south. Northern municipalities continued to dom- 
inate per household spending. Metro aside, urban municipalities in the north spent $1,671 per 
household compared to $1,421 per household for Regional municipalities. Similarly, munici- 
palities in the rural north averaged $1,245 per household compared to $937 per household for 
areas in the rural south. 


SYN SSS SE GY ES SESS SS ES TT TE 


Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Spending Table 2-3 
1977 1978 1979 
% % % 
Operating Expenses 
Salaries 46.4 47.3 47.2 
Supplies 26.1 25.9 26.2 
Transfers 8.8 8.1 8.5 
Subtotal 81.3 81.3 81.9 
Financial Items 
Debt Charges 10.1 10.1 907 
Transfers to Capital Dall 5.0 5.0 
Transfers to Reserves and : 
Reserve Funds Bye) 3.6 3.4 
Subtotal 18.7 18.7 18.1 
TOTAL 100.0 100. 100. 


SSS SE 2 ST TR 


Expenditures By Object 


In 1979, about 82 percent or $3.7 billion of total expenditures was spent on the provision of 
municipal services. The remaining $830 million went towards the servicing of debt and future 
spending. 


The object breakdown of expenses showed that Metro Toronto and urban municipalities in 
the north applied over 50 percent of spending to salaries, wages and employee benefits. Urban 
municipalities also showed significantly higher debt charges per household, a range of $137 for 
cities in the south to $217 per household for Metro Toronto. Historically, urban municipalities 
have tended to issue debentures for their capital expenditures whereas rural municipalities more 
typically have used money out of their revenue fund for capital projects. As an example, rural 
areas in the north spent $171 per household on transfers to the capital fund, substantially more 
than urban areas. 


Expenditures by Function 


In 1979 spending increases on two of the major functions, transportation and protection, 
were below the rate of inflation. Growth of the protection and transportation services slowed 
down slightly, dropping from 9.5 percent in the preceding year on the protection side to 8.8 
percent and from 7.1 percent to 5.4 percent for transportation services. Planning and develop- 
ment services spending increased 11.3 percent compared to 7.5 percent in 1978. 


In terms of local priorities, transportation remained the major service, accounting for about 
a quarter of operating expenses. Transportation, together with protection and the health and so- 
cial services, made up 60 percent of the total 1979 operating budget. 


Although transportation accounted for the largest portion of current expenditures, it had the 
slowest growth of all the functions in 1979. The slow growth was due to a 4.6 percent increase 
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Municipal Revenue Fund Spending _ Table 2-4 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 364 457 25:5 6.3 
Protection 
Police ays 445 19.3 9.1 
Fire 219 260 18.7 10.2 
Conservation 45 53 17.8 0.0 
Other 44 54 DAA 12eS 
Subtotal 681 812 19.2 8.8 
Transportation 
Roads 607 664 9.4 5.6 
Transit 348 399 14.7 Ani 
Other* 59 719 33.9 6.8 
Subtotal 1,014 1,142 126 5.4 
Environment 
Sewer 240 298 2422 ih 
Water DV? 253 19.3 Jat 
Solid Waste 111 143 28.8 16.3 
Subtotal 563 694 23.3 10.9 
Health and Social Services 
Public Health 84 101 20.2 ies 
Other Health 37 49 32.4 8.9 
General Assistance 205 260 26.8 9.7 
Elderly 189 236 24.9 piles 
Day Nurseries 36 44 Wp) 10.0 
Children’s Aid 101 135 3307) 18.4 
Subtotal 652 825 26.5 11.9 
Culture and Recreation 
Parks and Recreation 343 353 DEG 6.3 
Libraries 103 161 56.3 5.9 
Subtotal 446 514 1532 6.0 
Planning and Development** 107 _128 19.6 P13 
TOTAL Stee I 4,572 19.5 8.3 


a a IEE eR EIT EEE CS GET IED GENTS TEATS SOT TBE CTE SE ABT PSE EEE 
* Other transportation includes parking, street lighting, municipal airports and miscellaneous such as harbour com- 
missions. 
** Planning and development services include planning and zoning operations, industrial parks, and land assembly, 
industrial development commissions, residential development including public housing, reforestation, grants to 
agricultural societies, tile drainage and projects carried out under the Shoreline Property Assistance Act. 


La AA IA EN ITE SS IC GSAS SST STE TLE IY TTS OD TEE EY 


Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Spending Table 2-5 
1977 1978 1979 
% % % 

General Government 9.5 9.9 10.0 
Protection 17.8 17.8 17.8 
Transportation 26.5 25.6 25.0 
Environment 14.7 14.9 jee 
Health and Social Services 17.0 LTT 18.0 
Culture and Recreation Mi 11.4 tie? 
Planning and Development 2.8 eal 12.8 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 


SA EY SIN STAT NIE LYS TEA ISIS OT TEETER AL SSS NIT a RSE EN OE NAMES TET POSEY TETRIS 
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in transit expenses, almost half the increase of the previous year, and a 6 percent growth in 
roads and other transportation expenses. The slower growth rate was a reflection of the lower 
level of provincial assistance provided for these services. 


FSF SE ERA) ERE SSSR SRE LENA EE 


1979 Municipal Revenue Fund Spending Per Household Table 2-6 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North Province 
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
General Government 164 149 107 114 108 166 139 
Protection ST 260 275 316 91 119 255: 
Transportation 506 329 260 366 292 320 359 
Environment 267 241 245 228 109 171 219 
Health and Social Services 336 246 196 401 210 267 262 
Culture and Recreation 234 152 147 192 83 155 160 
Planning and Development 32 44 37 54 44 47 40 
TOTAL 1S1GH 1421 120 / el Ovil 937 1,245 1,434 


ESS 0 SL Bo VE Re SA SDS ST 
(ge Me | EE a 


Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Spending Per Household Table 2-7 
Metro Toronto Regions Cities South 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977. 1978 1979 
% % % % % % % % % 
General Government 8.6 9.2 8.6 9.9 10.4 10.5 8.6 8.5 8.4 
Protection es IO I 18:65) L8tse L8e3 DA 104 wees 
Transportation 28.1 27e2) 26.4 249 2358) 23-2 20 faume2 0 Ole OES 
Environment iS e2 Nh 13.9 Sits) 16.4 16.9 19.8 19°25 1923 
Health and Social Services 16.6 16.9 KS) 16.1 16.9 ES RSeZ 15.6 HESS) 
Culture and Recreation 122. 12a 04,72 [i ess ee 10.7 12) Olle SEG 
Planning and Development 1.8 Ney, ey) 352 Bel 3.1 2.6 25 AS 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cities North Rural South Rural North 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
% % % % % % % % % 

General Government 7.0 6.9 6.8 les js) iW es 7) 13.8 13.3 
Protection 19.0 18.5 18.9 9.3 9.6 9.7 9.1 8.9 9.6 
Transportation 21295 21. 8 219 BHO BiG Bile BEY WS Sik) 
Environment 13.8 13.4 13.6 ce 12.0 11.6 IS}eik 14.8 13e7, 
Health and Social Services Gf PST aye i\ 2092 le Seen ee, 205) 209 ees: 
Culture and Recreation [2.6% Wel Siem lsliesy 8.8 9.0 8.9 125 12.6 12.4 
Planning and Development 3.0 3:3 322 4.1 4.5 4.7 3.2 3.4 3.8 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Transportation was the major function in all areas, especially in the rural south where it ac- 
counted for over 31 percent of expenditures. Transportation spending levels were higher in 
urban areas than in rural areas, ranging from $260 per household for cities in the south to $506 
per household for Metro Toronto. The higher costs in urban municipalities can be primarily 
ascribed to the transit service in these areas. With transit costs netted off, spending on this func- 
tion would be higher in the rural areas as a result of continuous upgrading and maintenance of 
roads. 


Health and social services was the fastest growing function in 1979. Expenditures for those 
services increased 11.9 percent compared to 12.5 percent in 1978. As in the case of transporta- 
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tion, this function’s spending is highly grant related. Its slightly slower growth was due to the 
fact that provincial assistance did not grow as fast as in the previous year. In 1979, total spend- 
ing for health and social services reached $825 million of which about 30 percent was for gen- 
eral assistance and another 30 percent for assistance to the elderly. Growth in general assistance 
spending slowed down from 15 percent in 1978 to 9.7 per cent, while operating expenditures 
for children’s aid societies went up by 18.4 percent. 


Levels of expenditures for health and social services ranged from $196 per household for 
cities in the south to $401 per household for cities in the north. Since the provision of these ser- 
vices is generally shared among municipalities in the north and rural area, the per household 
figure for cities in the north tended to be much higher than in other areas because of the way 
spending figures were reported, (i.e. total shared expenditures was accounted for under one 
component municipality only). 


Spending on protection services, typically the second most expensive function, amounted 
to $812 million in 1979, 8.8 percent more than in 1978. About 55 percent of this amount went 
towards policing costs while 32 percent was for fire protection. Spending on police protection 
increased 9.1 percent almost at the same rate as in the previous year, while fire costs grew at a 
faster pace, 10.2 percent compared to 7.9 percent in 1978. The higher growth rate in fire pro- 
tection spending was due to larger increases in salaries, wages and benefits. These expenditure 
items increased 10.1 percent for fire and 8.9 percent for police. 


On a per household basis, spending for protection services continued to show a marked dif- 
ference between urban and rural municipalities, accounting for 9.6 percent of the total operat- 
ing budget in rural municipalities and over 18 percent for urban areas. In 1979, protection costs 
were as low as $91 per household in the rural south mainly because most of these areas are po- 
liced by the OPP and tend to have volunteer fire departments. In urban areas, protection costs 
varied from $260 per household for municipalities in the regions to $377 per household for 
Metro Toronto. 


Of the remaining functions, environment and planning and development had relatively high 
growth rates in 1979. Environment, the third largest function, increased by 10.9 percent com- 
pared to 11.4 percent in 1978. Operating expenses were mainly for debt charges and materials 
and supplies for sewer and water systems. 


Spending levels for environmental services varied widely among municipalities in 1979 as 
in previous years. In rural areas, as an example per household expenditures ranged from $109 
for southern municipalities to $171 for northern areas. This diversity in ranges could be a com- 
bination of several variables; (1) Economics of scale i.e. larger plants at full capacity may lead 
to lower average costs; (2) New plants versus old plants i.e. capital financing costs of a new 
plant coming on stream; and lastly, (3) MOE rate agreements as MOE renegotiates its operating 
rates for 3 to 5 year periods large fluctuations tended to appear. In the urban areas spending 
levels ranged between $228 per household for cities in the north to $267 per household for 
Metro Toronto. 


The growth in culture and recreation spending continued to decline in 1979 increasing 
6 percent compared to 8.7 percent in 1978 and 14.4 percent in 1977. 


The average recreational expenditure per household ranged from $83 for municipalities in 
the rural south to $234 for Metro Toronto. Aside from Metro, spending levels per household 
were higher in the north than in all other areas largely because the demand for recreational ser- 
vices tends to be greater in the north. Cities in the north were the only municipalities that 
showed a decline in recreational spending while Metro Toronto and municipalities in the rural 
south averaged an increase of 6.8 percent and 7.8 percent respectively. 
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Planning and development, the smallest of the functions, had the second largest spending 
growth rate in 1979. Expenditures for this function increased 11.3 percent compared to 7.5 per- 
cent in 1978. 


Planning and development expenditures ranged from $32 per household in Metro Toronto 
to $54 per household in the cities in the north. Southern cities which showed a decrease of 3.2 
percent in 1978 over 1977, showed an increase of 23.3 percent in 1979. Expenditure levels also 
went up by more than 20 percent in northern rural municipalities. 


General government spending increased 6.3 percent compared to 17.8 percent in 1978. 
This function consists mainly of salaries, wages and financial expenses for municipal councils 
and general administration. Moderate increases in salaries, financial expenses and transfers to 
own funds contributed to the slow growth relative to previous years. 


Revenues 


In 1979, municipalities increased their revenues by $426 million to $4.6 billion. This repre- 
sents a growth rate of 9.6 percent, slightly higher than the increase in operating expenditures. 
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Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues Table 2-8 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Taxation 
Property Taxes (laste: 1,804 ilihee 9.9 
Municipal Charges 125 163 30.4 12.4 
Subtotal 1,663 1,967 18.3 10.1 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 
Ontario 66 78 18.2 0.0 
Other 78 1 90 15.3 8.4 
Subtotal 144 168 16.7 4.3 
Ontario Grants 
Unconditional 420 487 16.3 5.9 
Conditional 722 854 18.3 8.2 
Subtotal 1,142 1,341 17.4 7.4 
User Fees 
Transit 205 248 21.0 leit 
Water 191 232 DNS) 9.4 
Sewer id 8 14.3 16.3 
Homes for the Aged 67 87 29.0 129) 
Culture and Recreation Wl 96 24.7 10.3 
Other 92 139 Doar 16.8 
Subtotal 639 810 26.8 12.0 
Other Revenue 241 329 3903 13.4 
TOTAL 3,829 4,615 20.8 9.6 


Since the amount of revenues raised is determined by expenditures, municipalities with the 
highest expenditure levels had the highest revenues per household. Metro Toronto and the 
northern cities raised $1,948 per household and $1,684 per household respectively, while the 
rural south showed $937 per household. 


The composition of current revenues changed very little between 1978 and 1979. Taxation 
made up 42.6 percent of revenues, 4 percentage points more than in 1978, while provincial 
grants decreased .2 to 29.4 percent. Payments in lieu of taxes, and other revenues including 
user fees remained virtually unchanged. 
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1979 Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues Per Household Table 2-9 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North Province 
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
Taxation 865 630 599 567 322 376 615 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 78 64 4] 47 15 19 53 
Ontario Grants 
Conditional 
General 0 0 0 0 i 1 0 
Protection 5 10 iti 17 Ig} 2 9 
Transportation 73 82 Si TZ 131 111 86 
Environment l 5 0 0 l 2 2 
Health and Social Services 201 154 122 256 129 160 161 
Culture and Recreation 9 7 7 9 9 16 8 
Planning and Development 0 2 2 2, 2 8 2 
Subtotal 289 260 195 356 286 300 268 
Unconditional (il ily) ov 411 106 301 IS) 
Subtotal 420 417 352 767 392 601 423 
User Fees 
Transit 230 35 40 39 0 0) 78 
Water 96 75 82 73 38 48 Ws: 
Sewer 5) w 2 2 0 1 2 
Homes for the Aged 30 20 17 Sl 40 38 28 
Culture and Recreation 29 28 34 29 29 26 30 
Other 40 40 ay 34 38 27 38 
Subtotal 430 202 206 pips7] 145 140 248 
Other Revenue 155 99 85 76 62 108 104 
TOTAL 1,948 1,412 1,283 1,684 937 1,244 1,442 


The revenue mix varied widely for the different municipal categories, because the composi- 
tion of current revenues is dependent on the types of expenditures incurred by different munici- 
palities and the way in which these expenditures are financed. For instance, urban municipal- 
ities in the south derived most of their revenues from taxation while for northern municipalities 
and rural areas in the south, provincial grants were the main source of revenues. Taxation 
averaged about 45 percent of total operating revenues in Metro Toronto and other urban areas in 
the south, and 33 percent in northern municipalities and rural municipalities in the south. Pro- 
vincial assistance averaged over 45 percent in northern municipalities and about 25 percent in 
regions, southern cities and Metro Toronto. Relative to the other municipalities, user fees con- 
tinued to be a major source of revenue in Metro Toronto, 22.1 percent, primarily because of 
transit revenues. Outside of Metro Toronto, user fees as a proportion of revenues ranged from 
11.3 percent in the rural north to 16.1 percent in southern cities. 


Property Taxation, the major source of revenues for most municipalities, totalled 2.0 bil- 
lion in 1979, 10 percent more than the 1978 amount. The increase in taxes was a result of a 3.2 
percent growth in assessment and a 6.9 percent growth in mill rates. 


Total residential and commercial taxes were highest in Metro Toronto at $865 per house- 
hold and lowest in the rural south, $322 per household. Increases in property taxes were consid- 
erably higher than they were in 1978. Cities in the north, which showed a drop of 1.9 percent in 
1978 because their grants were increased almost 11 percent in that year, had a 9.5 percent 
growth in property taxes in 1979. The significant increase in the 1979 taxes for the northern 
cities was partially due to the slower rate of growth in provincial assistance to that group in 
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Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues Table 2-10 


1977 1978 1979 
% % % 

Taxation 

Property Taxes 40.1 38.8 39.1 

Municipal Charges poe 3.4 335 

Subtotal 43.4 42.2 42.6 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 

Ontario 1.8 1.8 ei 

Other _2.0 _2.0 _2.0 

Subtotal 3.8 3.8 Shad 
Ontario Grants 

Unconditional 11.0 10.9 LOR 

Conditional 18.9 ISA ‘18.7 

Subtotal 29.9 29.6 29.4 
User Fees 

Transit 5.4 Sey 5.4 

Water 5.0 5.0 S40 

Sewer 0.2 0.2 0.2 

Homes for the Aged yet 1.8 1.9 

Culture and Recreation 220) Drill 2.0 

Other 2.4 2.8 2.6 

Subtotal 16.7 igen FI 
Other Revenue 6.2 Deal WP 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 


1978. Property tax levels and residential taxes as paid by the average homeowner will be dis- 
cussed in Chapter 5. 


Provincial grants for current purposes did not grow as fast as taxation in 1979. Grants in- 
creased by 7.4 percent to $1,341 million. Unconditional grants, which account for 36 percent 
of total operating grants, grew 5.9 percent, considerably slower than conditional grants com- 
pared to previous years 1978 and 1977, when they grew faster than conditional grants. The gen- 
eral support, the resource equalization and northern support grants, which are based on the pre- 
vious year’s levy, increased less than half as much as the 1978 growth rate. Per capita grants 
showed marginal increases in keeping with the population growth in 1979. 


Operating grants for specific purposes went up 8.2 percent to reach $854 million in 1979. 
Transportation, ($273 million) and health and social services, ($508 million) account for 
roughly 90% of operating grants. Provincial grants for health and social services were the 
fastest growing in 1979. These grants averaged a 12 percent increase in 1979. Road grants in- 
creased marginally, 1.6 percent, the same rate of growth as in 1978. 


Generally, northern municipalities received the highest operating grants per household. 
Cities in the north received $767 per household compared to $601 per household in the northern 
rural areas. Elsewhere grants ranged from $352 per household in southern cities to $420 per 
household in Metro Toronto. Grant levels were higher in the north due to the special support 
and resource equalization grants which these municipalities receive. Although the rural munici- 
palities in the south were the only ones that showed a drop in current grants for transportation 
purposes, about 1.5 percent, they still received more transportation assistance from the Prov- 
ince than all other categories. As with health and social expenditures, northern municipalities 
also showed relatively higher levels of grants for these services than other areas. 
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Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues Per Household 


Taxation 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 
Ontario Grants 
Unconditional 
Conditional 
General Government 
Protection 
Transportation 
Environment 
Health and Social 
Culture & Recreation 
Planning & Development 


Subtotal 
Total grants 


User Fees 
Transit 
Water 
Sewer 
Homes for the Aged 
Culture and Recreation 
Other 


Subtotal 


Other Revenue 
TOTAL 


Taxation 
Payments in lieu of taxes 
Ontario Grants 
Unconditional 
Conditional 
General 
Protection 
Transportation 
Environment 
Health & Social Services 
Culture and Recreation 
Planning and Development 
Subtotal 
Total grants 
User Fees 
Transit 
Water 
Sewer 
Homes for the Aged 


Culture and Recreation 
Other 


Subtotal 


Other Revenue 
TOTAL 


Table 2-11 
Metro Toronto Regions Cities South 
1977 1979 1977 LOTS 1977 1979 
% % % % Jo %o 
46.2 44.3 46.0 44.7 49.9 46.7 
4.1 4.0 4.9 4.5 18 SZ 
4.9 6.7 Om) lal 95 122 
0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.3 0.3 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.9 
4.1 Bie 6.4 5.8 4.6 4.1 
Ort 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 
10.3 10.3 10.3 10.9 9.4 55) 
0.6 OFS) 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.5 
0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 
pod ue 18.82. 9 188 Jo dee 
20.3 21.6 28.5 2055 24.9 27.4 
1De2 11.8 D>) 2D 372 3.1 
52 4.9 3? 5.4 6.6 6.4 
0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 
1.4 LES 1.3 1.4 1.6 ile) 
1.6 LES 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.6 
Dee Dal PLS 2.9 Mees 2) 
PBR! 22 IPSIE/ 14.3 16.4 16.1 
6.7 _ 8.0 6.9 7.0 2)53) 6.6 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cities North Rural South Rural North 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 
% Je % %e Je % 
36.7 3357) 36.1 34.4 3292. 30.2 
35 2.8 ile 1.6 te ES 
20.7 24.4 7.4 ies) LOR 24.2 
0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 
eZ 1.0 135 1.4 0.1 0.2 
4.7 4.3 M78 14.0 ints) 8.9 
0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 
14.9 1532 IBe2 13.8 ai 12.8 
0.6 0.5 ee) 1.0 iS) 153 
0.1 0.1 Oz 0.2 itil 0.6 
21.6 Zea 34.3 30.6 27.0 24.1 
42.3 45.5 41.7 41.9 46.1 48.3 
PASS} 23 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4.4 4.4 4.2 4.1 4.1 339 
On 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 
2.8 3.0 339) 4.3 We 370) 
®) ihei OES Shall 2.0 Pall 
NS 2.0 3.6 4.0 1) 2p) 
13.5 13:5 14.3 15:5 10.5 103 
4.4 4.5 6.2 6.6 OFS) 8.7 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Payments in lieu of taxes grew at almost one-quarter of the 1978 rate. In 1979, with practi- 
cally no growth in payments from Ontario and 8.4 percent growth in payments from the Federal 
government and municipal enterprises, total payments in lieu of taxes increased by 4.3 percent 
compared to 16.7 percent in 1978. Ontario payments in lieu of taxes remained virtually un- 
changed in 1979, because of a decline in payments from Ontario Hydro. 


Payments in lieu of taxes increased between 7 and 8 percent in all areas except Metro 
Toronto, Ontario payments to Metro Toronto dropped 3.7 percent, giving the Boroughs and the 
City an average of $78 per household, still the highest of all the municipal categories. 


User fees, a great source of revenue in most urban areas, especially Metro, totalled to $810 
million in 1979, 12 percent more than in 1978. Except for transit fares, user fees generated 
from such sources as water billings, homes for the aged and culture and recreation facilities and 
programs increased at a slower rate than in 1978. Transit fees grew 12.1 percent in 1979 com- 
pared to 7.8 percent in 1978. 


Revenue from other sources, which consisted primarily of investment incomes, rents, con- 
cessions and contributions from reserves, increased 13.4 percent in 1979. This change was due 
largely to a 40 percent increase in investment income. 
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Chapter 3 
Municipal Capital Fund Operations 


Expenditures by Function 


Capital spending by municipalities, local boards and enterprises amounted to approxi- 
mately $1.2 billion in 1979, representing a 5.5 percent increase from 1977 and a 1 percent in- 
crease over 1978. The slow growth which has prevailed the past few years was due primarily to 
the ongoing government restraint program in Ontario and the lasting effects of high inflation. 
Both factors influenced the extent to which municipalities took on capital projects in 1979. 


Those functions most affected by the reduction in spending were transportation, protection, 
health, environment and culture and recreation. In terms of transportation services, the transit 
component showed a sizeable decline as spending on this service fell by 20 percent between 
1978 and 1979 and 46.5 percent since 1977. Although road expenditures grew 3 percent, it was 
not sufficient to offset the decrease in transit spending and consequently an overall decrease of 
1.1 percent was recorded. 


Capital outlays on environment services rose moderately by 13.1 percent from 1977 and 
1.1 percent from 1978 to 1979. 


Spending on culture and recreation capital facilities continued to fall off over 1979 with a 
moderate decrease of 5.8 percent and 12.2 percent over the three year period, 1977 to 1979. 


Municipal Capital Fund Spending By Function Table 3-1 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 63 74 W735) 19.4 
Protection 38 39 2.6 (ise) 
Transportation 
Roads 311 348 11.9 2.9 
Transit 127 68 (46.5) (20.0) 
Other 13 20 53.8 5:3 
Subtotal 451 436 (G33) (1.1) 
Environment 
Sewer 178 210 18.0 6.6 
Water 114 103 (9.7) (Ted) 
Solid Waste 2) 4] O52 (2.4) 
Subtotal 313 354 13¥1 et 
Health 10 7 (30.0) (56.3) 
Social Services 33 53 60.6 2902 
Culture and Recreation 147 129 C22) (5.8) 
Planning and Development 81 106 30.9 11.6 
TOTAL 1,136 1,198 5. 0.8 
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The function with the largest decrease in capital spending was health, showing a drop of 
56.3 percent from 1978. Protection services recorded similar declines but to a lesser extent. 
These two functions however, only moderately affect overall municipal capital spending trends 
as they demand relatively little in capital outlay. The same applies to the general government, 
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social and planning and development functions, all of which experienced substantial increases 
over the 1977 to 1979 period. 


As in the past, transportation, environment and culture and recreation accounted for the 
bulk of capital expenditures by municipalities despite the fact that recreation’s share has shown 
a steady decline over the past few years. 


Composition of Municipal Capital Fund Spending Table 3-2 
3 Year 
1977 1978 1979 Average 
% % % % 
General Government 5.6 S72 6:2 5.6 
Protection Byes} 3.9 B55 BED 
Transportation 
Roads Diea 28.4 29.0 28.3 
Transit Wb Yall 3 I 7.9 
Other irl 1.6 1.7 (ess 
Subtotal 39.7 SEO, 36.4 SET. 
Environment 
Sewer il}. 7/ 16.6 igs) 16.6 
Water 10.0 9.3 8.6 9.3 
Solid Waste and Other 1.9 305 3.4 3.0 
Subtotal 27.6 29.4 29.5 28.9 
Health 0.9 te, 0.6 0.9 
Social Services 2.9 3.4 4.4 3.6 
Culture and Recreation 12.9 tS} 10.8 Wea 
Planning and Development Hol 8.0 8.8 8.1 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Transportation and environment dominated capital spending. The recreation and planning 
functions were the third and fourth largest categories of capital spending, representing in total 
almost one fifth of municipal capital expenditures. 


Municipal capital spending per household has declined throughout most of the province 
since 1977 with the exceptions of municipalities in rural areas and cities in the south. In Metro 
Toronto, for instance, spending per household has fallen 14.2 percent since 1977. This drop has 
occurred primarily in the major spending areas, transportation, environment and recreation. 
Metro invested less in capital items over 1979 than all other regions, cities and rural municipal- 
ities in the north. Although Regions spent less in 1979 than 1978, they continued to concentrate 
on improving those services for which demand had increased substantially, i.e. transportation 
and recreation services. 


Municipal Capital Fund Spending Per Household Table 3-3 
Metro Toronto 

1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ $ $ % Change % Change 

Transportation 203 151 124 (38.9) (17.9) 
Environment 116 23 114 (i) (a3) 
Recreation 42 39 31 (26.2) (20.5) 
Planning and Development 16 9 13 (18.8) 44.4 
Other* 67 Th 99 47.8 28.6 
TOTAL 444 399 381 (14.2) (4.5) 
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Municipal Capital Fund Spending Per Household 


Transportation 
Environment 

Recreation 

Planning and Development 
Other* 


TOTAL 


Transportation 
Environment 

Recreation 

Planning and Development 
Other* 


TOTAL 


Transportation 
Environment 

Recreation 

Planning and Development 
Other* 


TOTAL 


Transportation 
Environment 

Recreation 

Planning and Development 
Other* 


TOTAL 


Transportation 
Environment 

Recreation 

Planning and Development 
Other* 


TOTAL 


Table 3-3 Continued 


Regions 

1977 1978 1979 POTS ia, 
$ $ $ % Change 
148 156 sy Day, 
128 148 132 3 
44 4] 53 20.5 
26 Pay 23 (11.5) 
38 45 35 (@E9) 
384 417 395 2.9 


Cities South 
ee eee ee 2 eee 


1979/78 
% Change 


(2.6) 
(10.8) 
29.3 
(14.8) 
(22.2) 


(5.3) 


1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ $ % Change % Change 
103 102 93 (Oey) (8.8) 

87 102 tS SAD WG 

24 34 P15) 4.2 (2625) 

30 56 94 PN \B)8) 67.9 

35 33 24 (31.4) (@zR3) 

279 Yai) 351 251.8 Wed 
Cities North 

1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ $ % Change % Change 
121 151 166 Bias 9.9 
231 179 156 (32.5) (12.9) 

41 36 BIS) 29.3 47.2 

52 74 66 26.9 (10.8) 

85 46 44 (48.2) (4.3) 

530 486 485 (8.5) (0.2) 
Rural South 

1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ $ % Change % Change 
117 120 143 DD, 19.2 

40 34 64 60.0 88.2 

71 44 25 (64.8) (43.2) 

33 30 30 (9.1) 0.0 

4] 49 SMM 39.0 16.3 

302 PEAT 319 5.6 15.2 
Rural North 

1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ $ $ % Change % Change 
96 149 156 62.5 4.7 
43 56 57 32.6 1.8 
94 142 104 10.6 (26.8) 
36 80 Sy, 58.3 (28.8) 
49 59 44 (10.2) (25.4) 
318 486 418 (31.4) (14.0) 


*Other Capital Expenditures include General Government Protection, and Health and Social Services. 
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Cities in the north continued to spend more on capital than all other types of municipalities, 
$485 per household in 1979. Transportation, environment and recreation services accounted for 
$375 per household or 77 percent of the total spending, although this level has declined margin- 
ally since 1977. 


Transportation spending per household increased in all municipalities except Metro and 
cities in the south. 


Planning and development spending rose significantly in most of the province with cities in 
the south having the greatest increase, 213 percent from 1977. Recreation spending levels de- 
creased in both urban and rural areas, but increased significantly in cities in the south. Capital 
outlay for environment services increased in rural municipalities and cities in the south and de- 
creased in the rest of the Province. 


Composition of Municipal Capital Fund Spending Per Household Table 3-4 
Metro Toronto Regions 

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

Jo % %o Jo % % 
Transportation 45.7 37.8 32.6 38.5 37.4 8325 
Environment 26.1 30.8 29.9 33n3 Soe 33.4 
Recreation 9.5 9.8 8.1 dS) 9.8 13.4 
Planning and Development 3.6 Poe, 3.4 6.8 O35 5.8 
Other* Ii 19.3 26.0 9.9 10.8 8.9 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Cities South Cities North 

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

% % J % % Jo 
Transportation 36.9 SEZ 26.5 22.8 Sil 34.2 
Transportation 36.9 Bila 26.5 22.8 aM be 34.2 
Environment Sile2 Sil 32.8 43.6 36.8 322 
Recreation 8.6 10.4 Hesl Wed 7.4 10.9 
Planning and Development 10.8 Neel 26.8 9.8 15.2 13.6 
Other* 1255 10.1 6.8 16.1 9.5 9.1 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Rural South Rural North 

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

% % % % % % 
Transportation 38.7 43.3 44.8 30.2 30.7 373 
Environment 11383 12.3 20.1 13S 1185 13.6 
Recreation DoS Ya) 15.9 7.8 29.6 29.2 24.9 
Planning and Development 10.9 10.8 9.4 13 16.5 13.6 
Other* 13.6 Wed 17.9 15.4 12.1 10.5 


TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


*Other Capital Expenditures include General Government, Protection, and Health and Social Services. 
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The composition of capital spending changed considerably over the 1977 to 1979 period. 
The overall share of capital expenditures in Metro for transportation declined while that of other 
services—protection, general government and health increased substantially from 1977. A sim- 
ilar shift occurred in southern cities except instead of other services, it was planning and devel- 
opment that took up a greater share. 
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Cities in the north continued to direct their capital funds into both transportation and recre- 
ation facilities and away from the environment function while the rural south followed the com- 
plete reverse of this by allocating more to environment and less to recreation. 


The regions and the rural north both showed little change in the composition of their capital 
spending over the three year period. 


Revenues 

Total capital fund revenues were $1.2 billion in 1979, up 12.5 percent from 1978, but 
down 2.8 percent over the 1977 to 1979 period. The increase in 1979 was partially attributable 
to the substantial growth in municipalities’ own funds and the moderate rise in municipal bor- 
rowing. 
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Municipal Capital Fund Revenues Table 3-5 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Own Funds 
Revenue Funds 194 230 18.6 10.0 
Reserves and Reserve Funds 128 195 SN 8) Dis 
Subtotal 322 425 32.0 16.8 
Ontario Grants 
Transportation ANS: 198 (729) (2.5) 
Environment 47 Th) 59.6 Saal 
Other 55 55 0.0 3.8 
Subtotal 317 328 335 16 
Other Revenue 144 148 2.8 Dal 
Borrowing 467 314 (32.8) in6 
TOTAL 1,250 19 (2.8) 12) 


Contributions toward capital projects from municipalities’ own funds increased by 16.8 
percent or $60 million from 1978 to 1979. Since 1977 own funds as a source of revenue rose 32 
percent to $425 million. Individually, revenue funds grew by 18.6 percent and other funds by a 
significant 52.3 percent over the same period. 


Grants from Ontario provided municipalities with $328 million, 8.9 percent more for their 
capital programs than in 1978. Environment service grants accounted fot the bulk of the in- 
crease, rising 53.1 percent. Transportation grants fell 2.5 percent in 1979 reflecting the contin- 
ued decline in expenditures on transit by municipalities in certain areas of the province. 


Total borrowing amounted to $314 million up 17.6 percent from 1978 but down 32.8 per- 
cent from 1977. 


SE LY EPP IS PITA Y ANE TE TV RS TENSE CLAS SAAB SAY I VR ELE TIE DOLE ILE EEE RIT SE TEN RS A ES EST LE 
Composition of Capital Fund Revenues Table 3-6 
1977 1978 1979 
% % Ge 
Own Funds 25.8 B37, 35.0 
Ontario Grants 25.4 28.1 27.0 
Other Revenues Nes Bie ee? 
Borrowing 373 24.7 25.8 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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The composition of capital financing has changed in two primary areas, with own funds 
and provincial grants assuming a greater share of overall revenue. As a proportion of total fi- 
nancing, own funds increased from 25.8 percent to 35.0 percent and grants from 25.4 percent 
to 28.1 percent over the three year period. In 1979, total capital fund revenue per household for 
all municipalities in the province averaged $380, an increase of 9.8 percent over 1978. As in 
the past, the cities and rural municipalities in the north were the groups with the highest reve- 
nues per household for financing, at $449. and $445 respectively. These amounts, however, 
were considerably less than those recorded in 1978. 


The use of own funds was highest in regions at $186 per household followed closely by 
cities and rural municipalities in the north at approximately $155 per household for both in 
1978. Revenues from Ontario grants were the lowest in the cities in the south at $67 per house- 
hold while municipalities in the rural north received the greatest support, $201 per household. 
Metro borrowed the most per household $174, but was followed closely by the cities in the 
north with $109. 
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1979 Municipal Capital Fund Revenues Per Household Table 3-7 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North Province 
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

Own Funds 94 186 97 156 101 155 133 
Ontario Grants 

Transportation 61 63 36 58: Teh 85 62 

Environment 21 i, 14 59 19 30 ues 

Culture and Recreation 3 8 3 19 11 70 9 

Planning and Development 1 6 13 5 1, LS 7 

Other 0 0 1 1 2 1 

Subtotal 86 104 67 137 121 201 103 
Other Revenues 60 37 56 47 35 65 46 
Borrowing 174 77 96 109 55 24 48 
TOTAL 414 404 316 449 a 445 380 


Own funds as a percent of total financing was highest in regions for each of the three years 
1977 to 1979. The rural north received the highest level of provincial support over the three 
year period at 45.1 percent in 1979. The rural south followed close behind as they received al- 
most comparable grants up until 1979. Borrowing was the largest source of finance for Metro 
Toronto in both 1977 and 1979 at 46.2 percent and 41.9 percent respectively. Cities in the south 
had the highest level of other revenue at 17.8 percent. Up to 1979 rural municipalities in the 
north had recorded the greatest percentage level of other revenue. 


22 


SE SS ET SS SS SSS SST SS 


Composition of Municipal Capital Fund Revenues Table 3-8 
a 
Metro Toronto Regions Cities South 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1079 
Own Funds 14.7 Php PL Bx, shes) SLO D5r4s E298 SO s7 
Ontario Grants 
Transportation P49) 3) 24.6 14.8 L455) 67 SKG 1a sae ies 
Environment 4.2 ihe: Sel Bro 37, (o)7/ DEN Df 4.4 
Culture and Recreation 0.6 0.3 Ole Das 8) AAD) 0.9 2.6 10 
Planning and Development 0.2 OES 0.2 0.9 0.9 LES) 1.0 0.9 4.] 
Other 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 
Subtotal aT fs 3256-5 2058 AN Sho WA). Deis 19.3 1984 2.2. 
Other Revenue sles SP 14.6 10:4 12.6 O) 92 NO = Se 2eemles 
Borrowing 46.2 238i 419. 34.5 24.9 19.0 45 el SU sOe UES 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cities North Rural South Rural North 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
% % % % %o % % Je % 
Own Funds 26.3 DSi ese Bybeil Baa eS 2eS 887573520429 
Ontario Grants 
Transportation 8.5 3h INGLES) elem eS eas 1320) i Ome Lo O 
Environment 15.0 10.1 2, Dell 224. 6.2 Bell 318) 6.7 
Culture and Recreation 0.7 lee 4.3 10.8 9.0 3.6 12.9 14.3 lS 9/ 
Planning and Development 2.5 133 ibeal 2s) Baz 315) 0.7 1.6 3.3) 
Other 1.4 0.2 0.2 ital 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.9 0.4 
Subtotal 28.1 De BOY A) 33:0 SOM) ES ono SOKO y/s77 AS ul 
Other Revenue S20 Lia OE4! L2e8 10.8 ial 2240 ae 14.7 
Borrowing 30.6 Bicigg) uel 23. 0a onl ES 13.9 6.4 S83) 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


The composition of Ontario capital grants has changed significantly over the 1977 to 1979 
period. Transportation grants continued to make up the largest proportion of all grants, with the 
exceptions of cities in the north, and the rural south but this share has declined primarily be- 
cause the urban areas, Metro for example, spent considerably less on capital for transportation 
services. The share of environment grants has increased in all the municipalities excluding the 
cities in the north, by approximately 11 percent since 1977. Recreation grants fell dramatically 
from 32.1 percent to 9.4 percent in the rural south reflecting the lower level of capital spending 
for recreation services by these municipalities. 
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Chapter 4 
School Board Finances 


Expenditures by Object 

Total spending by school boards amounted to $4.1 billion in 1979, an increase of $234 mil- 
lion or 6.0 percent from 1978. The 7.2 percent rate of increase for revenue fund expenditures in 
1979 represents a slight decline compared to 7.8 percent increase in 1978. Capital fund expen- 
ditures declined 18.8 percent in 1979 to total $138 million, continuing the downward trend in 
line with pupil enrollment. 


As in 1977 and 1978, the lower rate of growth in revenue fund spending was due to lower 
wage settlements for teachers and staff compared to prior years. The average salary level for 
both elementary and secondary school increased by about 10 percent in 1979, up from the 7.5 
percent increase in 1978. 


School Board Expenditures Table 4-1 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
REVENUE FUND 
Elementary 
Salaries and Wages—Teachers 1,239 1,465 18.2 10.2 
—Other 309 340 10.0 Ce) 
Debt Charges 139 140 0.7 357, 
Other Expenditures 316 367 16.1 Ball 
Total 2,003 Dig 15.4 6.8 
Secondary 
Salaries and Wages—Teachers 910 1,073 17.9 9.7 
—Other 209 230 10.0 Dee 
Debt Charges 74 76 Dal. Poel 
Other Expenditures 214 255 19.2 6.7 
Total 1,407 1,634 16.1 7.8 
Total Revenue Fund 3,410 3,946 USF, YP) 
Capital Fund 128 138 Tess (18.8) 
TOTAL 3,538 4,084 15.4 6.0 


Other payroll costs for administrators, principals, vice-principals, non-teaching profes- 
sionals and janitorial staff decreased by 2 percent in elementary schools and increased by 2 per- 
cent in secondary schools in 1979. In comparison, the increases in 1978 were 12 and 8 percent 
respectively. The slowdown in the growth of these particular payroll costs moderated the ef- 
fects of the increases in elementary and secondary school teachers’ payrolls. 


Total non-payroll costs for elementary schools increased by 3.7 percent and 6.7 percent for 
secondary schools in 1979 compared to 10.8 percent for elementary schools and 11.7 percent 
for secondary schools in the previous years. 


The increase in spending on debt charges for elementary schools was 3.7 percent and for 
secondary schools was 2.7 percent. Low growth in debt charges reflected declining levels of 
additional borrowing each year. 
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Capital spending continued its downward trend in 1979 as it fell by almost 19 percent 
below the 1978 level. As the rate of declining enrolment increases, the rate of capital spending 
falls accordingly. Even with declining enrolment, however, it is not expected that capital 
spending will cease. Some areas are experiencing moderate to rapid growth and therefore re- 
quire new facilities. As well, older school buildings will always need refurbishing or replace- 
ment. 


Spending on salaries and wages accounted for most of the operating expenditures in all 
areas of the province. In 1979, elementary schools spent 78.1 percent of their revenue fund on 
this item and secondary schools spent 79.8 percent. In recent years, there has been a marked 
trend for both elementary and secondary school teachers’ salaries to increase as a proportion of 
total spending. Equally significant, was the trend towards lower debt charges, which have de- 
creased as a percentage of total expenditure from 6.9 percent in 1977 to 6.0 percent in 1979 for 
elementary schools and from 5.3 percent in 1977 to 4.6 percent for secondary schools. The 
lower debt charges are the result of less borrowing in recent years. 


ee Sa aS SSS ST SSS 


Composition of School Board Revenue Fund Spending 


By Object Table 4-2 
ee a Fe are eas 
1977 1978 1979 
%o %o % 
Elementary 
Salaries and Wages—Teachers 61.9 61.5 63.4 
—Other 15.4 16.0 14.7 
Subtotal ges IES) 78.1 
Debt Charges 6.9 6.3 6.0 
Other Expenditures 15.8 16.2 15.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Secondary 
Salaries and Wages—Teachers 64.7 64.5 65.7 
—Other 14.8 14.8 14.1 
Subtotal TSS TOFS 79.8 
Debt Charges 2) 4.9 4.6 
Other Expenditures ilaye2? 15.8 15.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 


In elementary schools, the number of pupils declined from 1977 to 1979 by 5.3 percent and 
2.4 percent in 1979. There was also a reduction of 5.7 percent in the number of elementary 
teachers over the three year period. With the decline in enrolment, spending increases per pupil 
were 9.5 percent in 1979 and about 22 percent since 1977. Increases in salaries per teacher were 
slightly greater than the expenditure per pupil and are the main reason for increased spending by 
school boards. 


At the secondary school level, enrolment decreased by 2.2 percent from 1977 to 1979 and 
1.9 percent in 1979. During the same three year period, the number of secondary teachers de- 
clined by 2.6 percent. Spending per pupil at the secondary level increased by 18.8 percent from 
1977 to 1979 and by 9.9 percent in 1979. Secondary school teachers were awarded slightly 
lower salary increases than elementary but maintained their higher level of remuneration and a 
lower student-teacher ratio. 
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School Board Enrolment and Staffing Table 4-3 
ee a Ss ae es eee eee 
1979/77 1979/78 
1977 1979 % Change % Change 
Elementary 
Students 1,329,396 1,258,761 (623) (2.4) 
Revenue Fund Expenditure/ 
Student ($) 1,507 1,837 21.9 9:5 
Teachers 56,772 53,549 (5.7) (2.2) 
Average Salary/Teacher ($) 21,824 27,358 25.4 12.8 
Student/Teacher 23.4 235 
Secondary 
Students 613,830 600,084 (2.2) (1.9) 
Revenue Fund Expenditure/ 
Student ($) 2292 2,723 18.8 9 
Teachers 35,454 34,513 (2.6) (1.6) 
Average Salary/Teacher ($) 25,667 31,090 Dill IES 
Student/Teacher 10S 17.4 
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Revenues 


Total school board revenues reached $4.1 billion, a 6.7 percent increase over 1978 and 
14.7 percent higher than 1977. The main sources of revenue supplementing this growth were 
property taxes, payments in lieu of taxes and other revenue. 


ESA BRE RE a 


School Board Revenues Table 4-4 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Revenue Fund 
Property Taxes 1,526 1,825 19.6 o7 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 36 43 19.4 ISe2 
Ontario Grants 1) foxy 2 2,049 9.5 4.9 
Other Revenue 64 102 59.4 24.4 
Subtotal 3,498 4,019 14.9 WD 
Capital Fund 
From Revenue Fund 63 69 9.5 14.8 
Borrowing 58 60 3.4 31.0 
Subtotal 121 129 6.6 232) 
TOTAL 3,556 4,079 14.7 6.7 


Provincial grants grew the least of all revenue sources at 4.9 percent in 1979. The restricted 
growth in grants since 1977 is reflected in the increases of 9.7 percent in 1979 and 19.6 percent 
since 1977. Once spending ceilings for grant purposes are exceeded, any excess expenditure 
must generally be supported wholly by property tax revenue source. Revenue fund revenues in- 
creased by 7.5 percent while capital fund revenues increased by 23.2 percent. 


Capital spending was financed by borrowing and contributions from the revenue fund. Both 
sources decreased in 1979, borrowing by 31.0 percent and contributions from the revenue fund 
by 14.8 percent, in comparison to 50.0 percent and 28.6 percent respectively in 1978. 


In identifying trends within the sources of revenue fund revenues available to school 
boards, the most notable changes over the 1977 to 1979 period were the increased reliance on 
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property taxes and other revenue due to the slower growth of provincial assistance which de- 
clined in share from 53.5 percent in 1977 to 51.0 percent in 1979. Property taxes increased 
from 43.7 percent in 1977 to 45.4 percent in 1979 while other revenue increased from 1.8 per- 
cent to 2.5 percent for the same period. Overall, provincial assistance was still the largest single 
source of revenue for school boards totalling almost $2.1 billion in 1979. 
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Composition of School Board 


Revenue Fund Revenues Table 4-5 
1977 1978 1979 
% % %o 
a ee eee 
Taxation 43.7 44.5 45.4 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 1.0 1.0 is 
Other Grants Sono 52.3 SG) 
Other Revenues 1.8 Mp) PY) 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Chapter 5 
Property Taxation 


Overview 


Total property taxes levied for municipal and school purposes amounted to $3.8 billion in 
1979. Taxes for municipal purposes accounted for 52 per cent or almost $2 billion of the total 
amount, while the remaining $1.8 billion was raised for school purposes. From 1977 to 1979 
the education levy grew slightly faster than the municipal, 20 per cent versus 18 per cent re- 
spectively. However, the growth rate for both levies was 10.1 per cent in 1979. 


Total Property Taxation Table 5-1 

1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 

Municipal 1,663 1,967 18.3 10.1 
School 1,526 1,831 20.0 10.1 
TOTAL 3,189 3,798 19.1 10.1 
Composition of Total Property Taxation Table 5-2 

1976 1977 1978 1979 

% %o To % 

Municipal 59), al 51.8 DIES 
School 46.9 47.9 48.2 48.2 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


On a sectoral basis, with the exception of Metro Toronto and cities in the south, tax levies 
increased between 10 per cent and 11 per cent. Increases in school levies were higher than mu- 
nicipal in all areas except Metro Toronto and cities in the north. 


Total Property Taxation Table 5-3 
Metro Toronto Regions 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Mil. $ Mil. % Change % Change $ Mil. $ Mil. % Change % Change 
Municipal 582 697 19.7 Lie3 613 727 18.6 9.6 
School 584 666 14.0 7.8 _534 662 24.0 11.4 
TOTAL 1,166 1,363 16.9 Ol 1,147 1,389 21e1 10.5 
Cities South Cities North 
1977 1977 1979/77 1979/78 1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Mil. $ Mil. % Change % Change $ Mil. $ Mil. % Change % Change 
Municipal 213 244 14.6 8.0 51 58 13-7) 9.6 
School 158 191 20.9 11.0 38 47 230) 3 
TOTAL 371 435 eS 9.0 89 105 S85 10.5 
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Total Property Taxation 


Table 5-3 (Continued) 


Rural South Rural North 
OTe 1979 1979/77 1979/78 1977 1979 LOTS hid 1979/78 
$ Mil. $ Mil. % Change % Change $ Mil. $ Mil. % Change % Change 
Municipal 167 198 18.6 10.0 37) 44 18.9 10.0 
School 183 227 24.0 11.8 29 37 PHI) De 
TOTAL 350 425 21.4 11.0 66 81 Pel) 11.0 


Mill Rates and Assessment 
The overall increase in 1979 taxes resulted from a 3.2 per cent growth in assessment and a 
6.8 per cent increase in mill rates. This meant that the average property owner experienced a 


6.8 per cent increase in taxes, with the rest being raised from new properties. Most of the in- 
crease came from the residential sector, where mill rates increased 7.1 per cent. 


Change in Mill Rates and Assessment Table 5-4 
1979/77 1979/78 
% Change % Change 

*Total Property Tax Increase NSS) 10.0 

Due to Assessment Growth Ue! Sy) 

Due to Mill Rate Increase 10.8 6.8 

*Total Residential Tax Increase 20.4 10.8 

Due to Assessment Growth 6.5 Bey 

Due to Mill Rate Increase 13.9 he 


* This is taxes levied and therefore does not include municipal charges. 


In 1979, all areas except Metro Toronto and cities in the south reported increases in their 
total property taxes levied that were greater than the provincial average, Table 5-5. In Metro 
Toronto and municipalities in the south, the increased tax burden was picked up by the residen- 
tial side, while in all other areas, the commercial sector was responsible for a greater share of 


the increase. 


Change in Mill Rates and Assessment Table 5-5 
Metro Toronto Regions Cities South 
1979/77 1979/78 1979/77 1979/78 1979/77 1979/78 
% Change % Change % Change 
Total Property Tax Increase SSF) 9.3 20.6 10.5 17.0 9.0 
Due to Assessment Growth 4.9 esl 9.6 Shs) 6.1 a2 
Due to Mill Rate Increase 10.6 UP 11.0 7.0 10.9 5.8 
Total Residential Tax Increase 17.4 10.6 22a) M@) 18.1 9.0 
Due to Assessment Growth 35) ral 5.4 4.4 al 3.5 
Due to Mill Rate Increase 12.9 Si 723 6.6 11.0 58) 
Cities North Rural South Rural North 
1979/77 1978/78 1979/77 1979/78 1979/77 1979/78 
% Change % Change % Change 
Total Property Tax Increase 16.3 Wk P| 11.0 24.6 11.8 
Due to Assessment Growth O33 Ps) 6.8 Sell 7.9 3.0 
Due to Mill Rate Increase 10.0 8.6 14.4 7.9 16.7 8.8 
Total Residential Tax Increase 18.6 10.9 DAS 11.4 21.9 11.4 
Due to Assessment Growth 8.6 25 U3) 3)e) 10.3 4.0 
Due to Mill Rate Increase 10.0 8.4 1422 8.1 11.6 7.4 
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Property Taxation by Class 


Properties taxed at the residential mill rate remained the major source of tax revenue, con- 
tributing $2.2 billion, or 58.3 per cent in 1979. This amount was almost 11 per cent more than 
in 1978 and consisted of $2.1 billion in realty taxes and $79 million in municipal charges. 
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Property Taxes by Tax Class Table 5-6 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Taxes 1,772 2,134 20.4 10.8 
Municipal Charges 58 YS 36.2 14.5 
Subtotal 1,830 PANS) 20.9 10.9 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Realty 863 1,002 16.1 8.8 
Business 404 464 14.9 8.9 
Municipal Charges 92 119 2OFS 1293 
Subtotal F359) 1,585 16.6 8.9 
TOTAL 3,189 3,798 19.1 10.1 
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Taxes from the commercial business sectors, which have been growing at slower rate partly 
due to lower growth in commercial assessment amounted to $1.6 billion, an increase of 9 per 
cent. 


The proportion of taxes raised from residential properties has changed slightly over the last 
five years. The results in Table 5-7 indicate municipalities growing dependence on residential 
properties as a source of tax revenue. In the period 1977 to 1979, the proportion of residential 
taxes to total taxes increased from 57.4 per cent to 58.3 per cent. 

SPIRE <P ER TTBS OTE PT PT NST TN SS EEE IT LLL LT LTE LOD ETE ET ELITE DEEL LIE IE IE IT ED LET TE SE TT TE TE EE OLD 
Composition of Property Taxes by Tax Class Table 5-7 


1977 1978 1979 
% % % 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Taxes 55.6 55.8 56.2 
Municipal Charges 1.8 2.0 Dal 
Subtotal 57.4 57.8 58.3 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Realty Taxes 27.0 26.7 26.4 
Business Taxes W257 12.4 P22 
Municipal Charges DS Sal Sal 
Subtotal 42.6 42.2 41.7 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Across the province, reliance on the residential tax base was apparent. As expected, Metro 
Toronto was the only area where the commercial taxes contributed a greater share than residen- 
tial at 50.1 per cent of the total, a slight drop from 50.9 per cent in 1977. This was due to slower 
growth in commercial taxes. Municipalities in the north were the only group to report a slight 
increase in the proportion of tax revenue from commercial properties, 49.5 per cent of the total 
in 1979 compared to 49.4 per cent in 1977. 
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1979 Property Taxes by Class ($ Million) Table 5-8 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Taxes 669 840 241 51 294 39 
Municipal Charges 12 38 iu 2 17 3 
Subtotal 681 878 248 53 311 42 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Realty Taxes 440 317 116 34 70 25 
Business Taxes 211 142 56 15 30 10 
Municipal Charges ay 533) 14 3 14 3 
Subtotal 683 SP 186 52 114 38 
TOTAL 1,364 1,390 434 105 425 80 
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Composition of Property Taxes by Tax Class Table 5-9 
Metro Toronto Regions Cities South 

1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 
% %e % % % % 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Realty Taxes 48.8 49.0 59.6 60.5 55.0 SSS) 
Municipal Charges 0.3 0.9 2.6 ed ES 1.6 
Subtotal 49.1 49.9 62.2 63.2 56.9 Sve 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Realty Taxes 32.9 323 2339 22.8 27.0 26.7 
Business Taxes 16.0 155 10.7 10.2 1392 12.9 
Municipal Charges 20) 42.3 4.6 3.8 2.9 33 
Subtotal 50.9 50.1 Sil. 36.8 Asal 42.9 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cities North Rural South Rural North 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 
% % %o % % % 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Realty Taxes 48.3 48.6 69.1 69.2 48.5 48.8 
Municipal Charges 768) 1.9 4.0 4.0 3.0 Bh) 
Subtotal 50.6 50.5 3s UP SES 65) 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Realty Taxes 33571) 32.4 16.9 16.5 31.8 B1e2 
Business Taxes 14.6 14.3 Hdl 7.0 NS) 1S 
Municipal Charges al _ 2.8 RD Te _ 3.0 eas 
Subtotal 49.4 49.5 26.9 26.8 48.5 47.5 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Property Taxation by Type of Property 


Table 5-10 provides a further breakdown of sources of tax revenue according to the type of 
property. In 1979, residential properties contributed $1.9 billion through tax levies and munici- 
pal charges. This was a 10.6 per cent increase over 1978. Other properties taxed at the residen- 
tial rate, such as farmland; vacant land and buildings, golf courses, conservation authorities, 
and clubs contributed $200 million in taxes, 13.6 per cent more than the previous year. 


Property Taxes by Type of Property Table 5-10 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Residences: Realty Taxes 1,606 1,934 21.4 10.5 

Municipal Charges 58 79 36.2 14.5 

Subtotal 1,664 ZAONS 21.9 10.6 
Farmland Dy Sil 14.8 6.9 
Vacant Land and Buildings 120 140 16.7 12.0 
Other Properties 18 29 61.1 31.8 
Total 1,830 DONS 20.9 10.9 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Industrial 419 509 PALS 10.4 
Financial and Wholesale 161 160 (0.6) 4.6 
Professional, Chain Retail SSI 297 15.6 lye! 
Retail and Other Commercial 398 467 17/3} Se 
Parking Lots BL 33 Bal 10.0 
Telephone and Telegraph 35 WAl 2971 18.3 
Municipal Charges Sill 48 297 Pel 
Total 1,359 1,585 16.6 8.9 
TOTAL 3,189 3,798 19.1 10.1 


Of the properties taxed at the commercial rate, industrial properties remained the main con- 
tributors. In 1979, taxes from industries amounted to $509 million or 32 per cent of the total 
commercial taxes. The retail tax class was the second largest contributor, providing $467 mil- 
lion in tax revenues. 
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Composition of Property Taxes By Type of Property Table 5-11 
SE EL ani ie es 
1977 1978 1979 
% % % 


Properties Taxed at 
Residential Rate 


Residences: Realty Taxes 50.4 50.8 50.9 

Municipal Charges 1.8 2.0 ell 

Subtotal 5292 52.8 53.0 
Farmland 0.9 0.9 0.8 
Vacant Land and Buildings 3.8 3.6 3.8 
Other Properties 0.6 0.6 0.8 
Total S125 a8) 58.3 


Properties Taxed at 
Commercial Rate 


Industrial 13.1 13.4 isi 
Financial and Wholesale 5.0 4.4 4.2 
Professional, Chain Retail 8.0 TS 7.8 
Retail and Other Commercial eS 12.9 1253 
Parking Lots 1.0 0.9 0.9 
Telephone and Telegraph ad ied iL 
Municipal Charges ee cS 153 
Total 42S 42.1 41.8 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Residential Tax Burden 


Property taxes averaged $753 for a single family household in 1979. This was $51 or 7.3 
per cent more than in 1978. Municipal taxes which accounted for 51 per cent of the total taxes 
grew slightly faster, 7.5 per cent, than school taxes at 7.0 per cent. 
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Average Gross Residential Property Taxes Per Household* Table 5-12 
1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ $ % Change % Change 
Metro Toronto 
Municipal Taxes 413 430 470 13.8 9.3 
Municipal Charges 7 We, _ ie 100.0 ‘16.7 
Subtotal 420 442 484 isyy? 2).3) 
School Taxes 446 459 485 oat Sel! 
TOTAL 866 901 969 11.9 7.6 
Regions 
Municipal Taxes S73 367 396 6.2 7.9 
Municipal Charges 27 32 33 222 Sal 
Subtotal 400 399 439 Ted U3 
School Taxes 343 362 392 pla: aor 
TOTAL 743 761 821 10.5 7.9 
Cities South 
Municipal Taxes 350 361 B77 oll 4.4 
Municipal Charges 17 17 17 0.0 0.0 
Subtotal 367 378 394 7.4 4.2 
School Taxes 280 297 S19 329 dees 
TOTAL 647 675 713 10.2 5.6 


Average Gross Residential Property Taxes Per Household Table 5-12 (Continued) 


Cities North 
Municipal Taxes 276 272 286 3.6 Da 
Municipal Charges 20 20 _ 22 10.0 10.0 
Subtotal 296 292 308 4.1 SES) 
School Taxes _231 251 _258 Al] _2.8 
TOTAL 527 543 566 7.4 4.2 
Rural South 
Municipal Taxes 186 190 205 10.2 VE 
Municipal Charges 24 26 28 ‘16.7 ed, 
Subtotal 210 216 238 10.9 VS 
School Taxes wey 242 261 16.0 m2 
TOTAL 435 458 494 13.6 eg 
Rural North 
Municipal Taxes 176 180 194 OE Ws 
Municipal Charges P23} 24 25 8.7 4.2 
Subtotal 199 204 218 9.6 6.9 
School Taxes _149 2165 _180 20.8 91 
TOTAL 348 369 397 14.1 7.6 
Province 
Municipal Taxes 333 B31, 363 9.0 Cet, 
Municipal Charges 19 23 24 26.3 4.4 
Subtotal B52 360 387 9.9 Tse) 
School Taxes 52> 342 366 12.6 Heo) 
TOTAL 677 702 753 Mil? Tes 


* Due to reassessments which have taken place since 1975, these figures have been updated from previous docu- 
ments. The taxes calculated here are based on the average 1978 assessment for a single dwelling unit. 
Taxes = Assessment X Total mill rate (public) 
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The level of total taxes per household varied widely for the individual municipal areas. 
Metro Toronto and the Regions, which are high growth areas, had the highest taxes per house- 
hold. Taxpayers in Metro Toronto averaged $969 in residential taxes per household, while in 
Regional municipalities this average was $821 per household. The tax levels for the cities in the 
south were well above those for cities in the north mainly because the northern municipalities 
receive a higher level of provincial assistance. Similarly, rural areas in the north had a lower 
level of taxes than rural areas in the south. Generally the level of tax per household varied pri- 
marily with the services provided each area and the amount of provincial assistance available. 


While the growth in average school taxes per household in 1979 was less than municipal, 
since 1977 school taxes have increased at a faster rate than municipal, 12.6 per cent compared 
to 9.9 per cent. In 1979, 48.6 per cent of average residential taxes per household were raised on 
behalf of school boards. This provincial average was exceeded by Metro Toronto at approxi- 
mately 50 per cent and by the rural areas in the south which reported an average of 52.8 per cent 
of residential property taxes per household allocated to support education. 


Measured as a per cent of household income, the gross residential tax burden declined from 
3.1 per cent to 3.0 per cent in 1979. In all areas, except cities in the north, this ratio remained 
unchanged over 1978. In northern cities property taxes represented 2.3 per cent, down 4.2 per 
cent from the previous year. 
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Residential Tax Burden Table 5-13 
1977 1978 1979 LOO Ga 1979/78 
$ $ $ % Change % Change 

Metro Toronto 

Property Tax per Household 866 901 969 Mh) 7.6 

Income per Household 24,200 26,200 28,200 16.5 76 

Property Tax as % of Income 3.6 3.4 3.4 (3.6) 0.0 
Regions 

Property Tax per Household 743 761 821 10.5 VE 

Income per Household 21,900 23,600 25,400 16.0 US 

Property Tax as % of Income 3.4 32 Shae? (©9) 0.0 
Cities South 

Property Tax per Household 647 675 ites 10.2 5.6 

Income per Household 21,200 23,000 25,000 17.9 8.7 

Property Tax as % of Income Sia 2.9 2.9 (6.5) 0.0 
Cities North 

Property Tax per Household 527 543 566 7.4 4.2 

Income per Household 20,400 22,900 24,800 PING) on 

Property Tax as % of Income 2.6 Dee 253 (11.5) (4.2) 
Rural South 

Property Tax per Household 435 458 494 13.6 US 

Income per Household 17,400 19,100 20,600 20. 1 Teo 

Property Tax as % of Income Mes 2.4 2.4 (4.0) 0.0 
Rural North 

Property Tax per Household 348 369 Boi, 14.1 7.6 

Income per Household 18,100 19,600 21,100 16.1 ol 

Property Tax as % of Income 1.9 iL) 1 0.0 0.0 
Province 

Property Tax per Household 677 702 WSS 12 ies 

Income per Household 21,200 22,800 24,300 17.0 8.8 

Property Tax as % of Income Be sell 3.0 (6.3) (G2) 


A ETE SEIS BI LED TET IT YE PT IS SP TN ES SE SA NEE EN ES SED SED ESE ET 
Under the tax credit programs, the Province and municipalities made payments to offset 


residential property taxes which averaged $121 per household in 1979. Therefore, the average 
residential tax burden was reduced to $632 per household. 


Although net property taxes grew by 8.2 per cent in 1979, net property taxes as a per cent 
of household income remained unchanged. 
pr arr errr ese ee STN PET SII TDS TIMP ITE ANS NET TRE SED YELTSIN GD TEES, 


Residential Tax Burden Table 5-14 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ % Change % Change 
Municipal Taxes and Charges 352 387 R09 Che) 
School Taxes 325 366 12.6 7.0 
Gross Property Taxes 677 7152 ike Tos 
Tax Offsets* eS A 4.4 Des 
Net Property Taxes 562 632 12.6 8.2 
Share of Household Income (%) 
Gross Taxes Be 3.0 (6.3) (32) 
Net Taxes Dd 2.6 (5) 0.0 


ene ens ee ee 

* Includes transfers under the Municipal and School Tax Credit Assistance Act, The Municipal Elderly Residents’ 
Assistance Act and the Ontario Property Tax Credit System, each providing $1 million, $2 million, and $455 mil- 
lion in assistance respectively. 
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Chapter 6 
Long Term Borrowing, Debt and Debt Charges 


Long Term Borrowing 


In 1979, local governments in Ontario issued $383 million in new long term debt, an in- 
crease of $11 million over the previous year. The overall growth rate of 3.0 percent was the re- 
sult of a 13.3 percent increase in borrowing for municipal purposes and a 31.0 percent decrease 
in school board borrowing. While the 1979 rate of increase may appear low, it was a substantial 
change in relation to the approximately 30 percent reduction in long term borrowing experi- 
enced in 1978 from 1977. The level of debt issued in 1979 was still well below the $535 million 
required to finance capital expenditures in 1977. As in the past few years, over 80 percent of the 
new debt was issued for municipal purposes with the remainder attributable to school boards. 


The 13.3 percent increase in municipal sector borrowing in 1979 compared to an almost 
40.0 percent decrease in 1978 over 1977, indicated that although municipalities continued to 
exercise restraint in capital spending, which increased 5.5 percent in 1979, some borrowing has 
had to take place to finance necessary projects. 


In percentage terms, the largest increase, 65.5 percent, occurred in borrowing from the 
Federal Government; however, in dollar terms, this source took up the least amount of debt at 
$48 million. Borrowing from the Province grew marginally by 1.1 percent, while debentures 
sold in the public market were up by 10.1 percent. Borrowing from the public, which was still 
the major source of funds, has fallen off by almost 50.0 percent since 1977 to $186 million in 
1979. This was due to a number of factors including general restraint in capital spending and 
the reluctance of municipalities to commit themselves to borrowing over the long term at cur- 
rent high interest rates. 


Long Term Borrowing By Source Table 6-1 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Issued by Municipalities 
Ontario 66 89 34.8 ital 
Federal Government 46 48 4.3 OS).5) 
Public 365 186 (49.0) 10.7 
Subtotal 477 323% (32.3) BES 
Issued by School Boards 
Ontario 58 60 3.4 (31.0) 
Public 0 0 
Subtotal 58 60 3.4 (31.0) 
TOTAL 535 383 (28.4) 3.0 


* This figure was higher than the borrowing figure reported in Chapter 3 because this included borrowing for own 
municipal purposes plus borrowing on behalf of unconsolidated boards and individuals. In Chapter 3, borrowing 
included only that for own municipal purposes. 
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School boards in the province required $60 million in new funds to finance 1979 capital ex- 
penditures. This was a 31.0 percent decrease from 1978 requirements, but similar to the 1977 
level of $58 million. 
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Borrowing by municipalities and schoolboards in 1979 equalled $121 per household or $1 
more per household than in 1978. Again, the largest portion, $101 per household, was issued 
by municipalities and $20 per household was for school boards. 


a LD LT OE HS A ET MIE SSIES PS TESS NEY SIERRA! BLE OSE TILE NT ETE STI ESE PT LORE TEIN ISIS 


Long Term Borrowing Per Household Table 6-2 
By Source 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
Province $ $ % Change % Change 
Issued by Municipalities 
Ontario np) 28 Bf) 0.0 
Federal Government 15 15 0.0 66.7 
Public 118 58 (50.8) 7.4 
Subtotal 155 101 (34.8) 11.0 
Issued By School Boards 
Ontario 19 20 a28 (31.0) 
Public 0 __0 0.0 0.0 
Subtotal 19 20 Sas (31.0) 
TOTAL 174 121 (30.5) 0.8 


Among municipal areas, the urban areas had the highest levels of borrowing ranging from 
$79 per household in regions to $180 per household in Metro Toronto. The two rural groups, 
the south and the north, reported $55 and $28 respectively, reflecting the fewer and lower level 
of services provided by these groups. Metro Toronto and cities in the north had borrowing in 
excess of the provincial average of $101 per household. Borrowing from the public accounted 
for $124 or 68.9 percent of all debt issued by Metro Toronto in 1979. This was the major single 
source of funds for all other groups except cities in the north and the rural south for which the 
Province was the major lender. 


1979 Long Term Borrowing Per Household Table 6-3 
By Source 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North 
$ $ $ $ $ $ 
Issued by Municipalities 
Ontario 15 35 26 40 34 13 
Federal Government 41 3 17 on 2D 
Public 124 41 54 32 20 v0) 
TOTAL 180 W) 97 109 BP) 28 
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Total Long Term Liabilities 


Aggregate net debt outstanding at the end of 1979 was $4.3 billion, slightly less than in 
1978. Municipal sector net debt outstanding grew by 2.8 percent to approximately $3.0 billion 
while that of school boards fell 6.6 percent to $1.3 billion. In the period 1977 to 1979, local 
governments have experienced little growth in outstanding net debt, primarily the result of low 
growth rates in new borrowing in the past two years. 
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Borrowing, Net Debt and Unfinanced Capital Expenditures Table 6-4 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
New Long Term Borrowing 
Municipalities 477 823 C253) 3.33 
School Boards __ 58 _.60 vo4 (31.0) 
TOTAL 535) 383 (28.4) 3.0 
Net Debt Outstanding 
Municipalities 2,840 2,976 4.8 2.8 
School Boards 1,437 1,314 (8.6) (6.6) 
TOTAL 4,277 4,290 0.3 (0.3) 
Unfinanced Capital Expenditures 
Municipalities 74 166 124.3 (9.3) 
School Boards i) 23 OWIET/ 64.3 
TOTAL 86 189 119.8 (4.1) 
Total Capital Fund Liabilities 
Municipalities 2,914 3,142 7.8 Za 
School Boards 1,449 (337) Git) (5.9) 
TOTAL 4,363 4,479 2.9 (0.2) 


Unfinanced capital expenditures outstanding at year end was $189 million in 1979, or 4.1 
percent less than in 1978. The growth in this liability has been dramatic since 1977 with munic- 
ipal sector share increasing by 124.3 percent and school board unfinanced by 91.7 percent. The 
continued high levels of unfinanced capital expenditure indicates that municipalities and school 
boards postponed permanent financing in anticipation that long term interest rates would fall in 
1980. 


Including the unfinanced portion of capital expenditures, total capital fund liabilities 
reached $4.5 billion at the end of 1979, $20 million less than 1978, a 2.7 percent increase for 
1977. Of the total, $3.1 billion were liabilities against the municipal sector and the remaining 
30.0 percent or $1.3 billion, were for school boards. 


Net Long Term Debt Outstanding by Function 


Municipal sector long term debt outstanding increased in 1979 for all functions except 
transportation and health services. The individual rates of growth ranged from 3.7 percent for 
general government to 19.4 percent for social services. The growth in borrowing for social ser- 
vices was due mainly to higher capital spending on homes for the aged. Planning and develop- 
ment experienced increases in debt outstanding for both sub-functions to produce an overall 
growth rate of 14.6 percent in 1979. 


The level of net debt outstanding for general government grew by 3.7 percent in 1979 to 
$84 million. This was still 3.6 percent less than the $87 million in debt outstanding in 1977. 
Culture and recreation debt, which had declined in the past two years due to other sources of 


financing such as Wintario grants, was $338 million or approximately the same level as in 
1978. 


Environmental debt, which accounts for over 40 percent of total municipal debt, showed a 
moderate 4.7 percent rise overall to reach approximately $1.3 billion. Increases in debt out- 
standing occurred for each of the three sub-functions of protection to produce a 6.1 percent 
growth rate in 1979. 


38 


Caen a SSS SSS 


Net Long Term Debt Outstanding By Function Table 6-5 
ee ee ee ee ee Eee ae 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 87 84 (3.6) Sah 
Protection 
Police Sy? 55 5.8 7.8 
Fire 29 30 3.4 3.4 
Other 1330 eee. DB Sail 
Subtotal 111 122 9.9 Gall 
Transportation 
Roadways 451 440 (55) (0.1) 
Transit 152 132 (15.2) (9.1) 
Subtotal 603 Sip) (5.4) (2.1) 
Environment 
Sewers 754 824 9.3 Dee, 
Waterworks 380 406 6.8 555) 
Solid Waste & Other 46 45 (2.2) Giles 1) 
Subtotal 1,180 EQS 8.1 4.7 
Health 80 69 (15.9) (8.7) 
Social Services 133 ye} 29.3 19.4 
Culture and Recreation 356 338 (S53) 0.1 


Planning and Development 
Residential and Industrial 


Development 100 135 35.0 16.4 

Tile Drainage 66 86 30.3 LS 
Subtotal 166 p71) S13h0 I 14.6 
Total Municipal 2,716 2,853 5.0 33.7) 
Unconsolidated Boards 124 123 (0.8) (4.7) 
School Boards 1,437 1,314 (8.6) (6.6) 
TOTAL 4,277 4,290 0.3 (0.1) 


Of the functions that showed decreases in 1979, the largest was 8.7 percent for health ser- 
vices. At the local level, debt outstanding on this service has declined steadily since 1977 from 
$80 million to $69 million in 1979. Similarly, capital liabilities for transportation continued to 
be reduced with the fastest rate of decrease, 9.1 percent, occurring in transit operations. Debt 
outstanding for roadways has fallen off marginally since 1977 to $440 million in 1979. Uncon- 
solidated municipal boards and school boards reduced their long term liabilities in 1979 by 4.7 
percent and 6.6 percent respectively. 


Net Long Term Debt Outstanding Per Household By Municipal Area 


Net long term debt outstanding per household ranged from $298 for the rural north to 
$1,348 for Metro Toronto. Of all the municipal groups, only the regions and the rural north ex- 
perienced some reduction in outstanding debt in 1979 compared to 1978. For the regions, this 
decrease was a minimal $1 per household, or less than 1 percent, and for the rural north, net 
debt outstanding fell by 1.7 percent. Increases in net long term debt outstanding were also mod- 
erate, the largest was 3.9 percent in the rural south. 


As in past years, debt outstanding for environmental services was the largest single liability 
per household reported by all groups. Transportation accounted for the second highest level of 
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Net Long Term Debt Outstanding Per Household Table 6-6 
By Function 


Metro Toronto 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 40 36 (10.0) 0.0 
Protection 57 63 10.5 Sl 
Transportation 363 316 (12.9) (2.8) 
Environment 472 481 1.9 372 
Health and Social Services 145 192 34.5 23.4 
Culture and Recreation 232 PAG) (8.2) Ds8) 
Planning and Development 33 30 (9.2) 
Total Municipal 1,342 1,334 (0.6) 32) 
Unconsolidated Boards 18 14 (22.2) (1255) 
TOTAL 1,360 1,348 (8.3) 3.0 

Regions 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 26 aS (3.8) 13.6 
Protection BD 36 29 9.1 
Transportation 195 174 (IO) (6.5) 
Environment 452 475 Sal 355 
Health and Social Services 67 54 19.4 (11.5) 
Culture and Recreation 114 103 (9.6) (1.0) 
Planning and Development 56 62 10.7 (si) 
Total Municipal 945 929 (lm) On} 
Unconsolidated Boards 61 56 (8.2) (6.7) 
TOTAL 1,006 985 (2) (0.1) 


Cities South 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 30 24 (20.0) (UTED) 
Protection 4] 35 (14.6) 7.9 
Transportation 199 206 BES (0.5) 
Environment 430 420 (2.3) (1.6) 
Health and Social Services 26 20 (23.1) (16.7) 
Culture and Recreation U8 64 GZ) (@e2) 
Planning and Development 31 73 135.5 78.0 
Total Municipal 530s 842 1.4 0.8 
Unconsolidated Boards 58 65 II (7.2) 
TOTAL 888 907 Dal ileal 
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debt for the urban areas, although each of these areas reported decreases in this function in 1979 
ranging from 0.5 percent in the cities in the south to 9.1 for the northern cities. 


Planning and development debt grew substantially for cities with those in the north report- 
ing $96 per household, an increase of 65.5 percent, while southern urban centres had $73 per 
household, 78.0 percent more than in 1978. 


Net debt outstanding of unconsolidated municipal boards was reduced for all groups except 
the rural south which had a slight increase of $1 per household to $17 per household in 1979. 
Cities in the north had the highest level of debt at $105 per household in 1979. 
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Net Long Term Debt Outstanding Per Household Table 6-6 


By Function Continued 
Se ee 
Cities North 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
ea NOS eee OT 
General Government 64 56 (CED SSM) (6.7) 
Protection 62 70 12.9 (5.4) 
Transportation 154 149 (322) (9.1) 
Environment 405 Syl) Dito: 4.3 
Health and Social Services 42 29 (31.0) Gla) 
Culture and Recreation 73 66 (9.6) (9.6) 
Planning and Development ~ 296 Ses 65.5 
Total Municipal 845 981 16.1 2.4 
Unconsolidated Boards 98 105 aesli (7.1) 
TOTAL 943 1,086 ey? 1.4 
Rural South 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 14 14 0.0 0.0 
Protection 10 11 10.0 10.0 
Transportation 24 27 PAS 0.0 
Environment 165 163 (Gil 2) Ue? 
Health and Social Services 5) 11 (26.7) (21.4) 
Culture and Recreation 21 20 (4.8) (4.8) 
Planning and Development wlO2 al 4. 31.4 12.6 
Total Municipal 351 380 8.3 3.8 
Unconsolidated Boards UIs Peta (5.6) 6.3 
TOTAL 369 397 7.6 3.9 
Rural North 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
General Government 24 19 (20.8) 326 
Protection 12 11 (8.3) (38.9) 
Transportation 20 21 520 235) 
Environment 156 146 (6.4) 0.7 
Health and Social Services 33 31 (6.1) (8.8) 
Culture and Recreation 29 26 (10.3) (10.3) 
Planning and Development 23 34 47.8 OF 
Total Municipal 297 288 (3.0) (1.4) 
Unconsolidated Boards ee) 10 (2371) (9.1) 
TOTAL 310 298 (3.9) (1.7) 


Annual Capital Expenditures Financed from Revenue 


In 1979, total debt charges financed from current operating revenue were $661 million, a 
3.8 percent increase from 1978. As shown in Table 6-7, municipal purposes debt charges grew 
4.2 percent in 1979 to reach $445 million and charges against school board debt were $216 mil- 
lion, approximately a 3 percent increase from 1978. 


The overall growth in revenue fund contributions to capital expenditures slowed in 1979 to 
0.7 percent. This was due to a 20.7 percent decline for school purposes combined with a 9.5 
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Annual Capital Expenditures Financed From Revenue Fund Table 6-7 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million % Change % Change 
Total Debt Charges 
Municipal 385 445 15.6 4.2 
School 23 216 1.4 2.9 
Subtotal 598 661 10.5 Bate! 
Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 
Municipal 194 230 18.5 9.5 
School 63 69 3) (20.7) 
Subtotal 257] 299 16.3 0.7 


Total Debt Charges and 
Capital Expenditures from 
Revenue Fund 855 960 Ps) 2.8 


Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Municipal 10.1 il 
School 6.1 5.4 
Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures 
Municipal Sal 5.0 
School 1.8 iW 
Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures Wile! ile 


percent growth rate for the municipal sector. For municipal purposes alone, the rate of growth 
in capital spending from current revenues has been fairly steady, increasing from $194 million 
in 1977 to $230 million in 1979. 


Including debt charges, total contributions to capital financing from the revenue fund ac- 
counted for $960 million in 1979 or 11.2 percent of total revenue fund expenditures compared 
to 11.7 percent in 1977. The percentage contribution of current funds to the capital fund for 
both municipal and school purposes has shown little change in the past three years with each 
declining by only | percentage point. Taking into account the higher interest rates payable on 
debt in 1978 and 1979, and the resulting increase in absolute charges, the percent of revenue 
fund revenues devoted to debt charges showed a decrease for both municipal and school pur- 
poses in 1979 compared to 1978. Municipal purpose debt charges accounted for 9.7 percent of 
revenue fund expenditures in 1979 compared to 10.1 percent in 1977 while school board debt 
charges as a percent of revenue fund spending fell from 6.1 percent in 1977 to 5.4 percent in 
1979: 


Annual Municipal Capital Expenditures Financed from 
Revenue by Municipal Area 


Debt charges per household ranged from $48 per household in the rural north to $217 per 
household in Metro Toronto of debt charges per household remained unchanged in 1979 while 
the rural north had a decrease of 4.0 percent in 1979 compared to 1978. All other municipal 


areas experienced increases in debt charges per household in line with the increases in net debt 
outstanding. 
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Seas 
Annual Municipal Capital Expenditures Per Household Table 6-8 


Financed from Revenue Fund 
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Total Debt Charges 


Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 


Total Debt Charges and Capital 
Expenditures from Revenue Fund 


Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures 


Total Debt Charges 

Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 

Total Debt Charges and Capital 
Expenditures from Revenue Fund 


Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures 


Total Debt Charges 

Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 

Total Debt Charges and Capital 


Expenditures from Revenue Fund 


Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures 


Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures 


Metro Toronto 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ % Change % Change 
ee eee 
192 PNG) 13.0 0.0 
3 68 28.3 1523 
245 285 
11.6 Niiihete) 
3) 7) 3.6 
14.8 ible: 
Regions 
ae ee een eget ll 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ % Change % Change 
128 139 8.6 Sei 
62 70 12.9 9.4 
190 209 10.0 5.6 
10.2 7.8 
5.0 yell 
15.2 Ise 


Cities South 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ $ % Change % Change 
128 137 7.0 4.6 
53 __ 54 1.9 (3.6) 
181 191 30) Dal 

Wee 11.2 
4.6 4.4 

15.8 15.6 
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Annual Municipal Capital Expenditures Per Household Table 6-8 
Financed from Revenue Fund Continued 


Cities North 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 


$ $ % Change % Change 
Total Debt Charges 126 148 WES 2 
Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 85 98 S83 25.6 
Total Debt Charges and Capital 
Expenditures from Revenue Fund 211 246 16.6 NGfgil 
Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 8.5 ID) 
Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures Dell 6.1 
Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures 14.3 I3y,3) 


Rural South 


1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ $ % Change % Change 
Total Debt Charges Sil 62 21.6 (od 
Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 79 84 6.3 6.3 
Total Debt Charges and Capital 
Expenditures from Revenue Fund 130 146 1253 9.0 
Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 6.3 69 
Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures oo 9.4 
Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures 16.0 16.3 

Rural North 
1977 1979 1979/77 1979/78 

$ $ % Change % Change 
Total Debt Charges 49 48 (2.0) (4.0) 
Capital Expenditures Financed 
From Revenue Fund 91 128 40.7 1353 
Total Debt Charges and Capital 
Expenditures from Revenue Fund 140 176 Ped 8.0 
Debt Charges as Per Cent of 
Revenue Fund Expenditures 4.5 4.1 
Capital Expenditures as Per Cent 
of Revenue Fund Expenditures 8.3 10.8 


Total as Per Cent of Revenue 
Fund Expenditures 12.8 14.9 
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The northern cities reported a 25.6 percent increase in capital spending from current reve- 
nues in 1979 to total $98 per household. Coupled with a 12.1 percent growth in debt charges, 
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this group of municipalities had the largest percentage increase, 17.1 percent, in current funds 
allocated to capital financing in 1979 compared to 1978. 


Total debt charges and capital expenditures from current revenue as a percent of revenue 
fund expenditures were fairly uniform for all municipal areas with rural north, the lowest of 
14.9 percent and the rural south the highest at 16.3 percent. Debt charges alone as a percent of 
revenue fund expenditures were lowest in the rural north at 4. 1 percent and highest in Metro at 
11.6 percent. Between 1977 and 1979, the percent of revenue fund expenditures allocated to 
capital spending remained fairly constant with the exception of the rural north where it in- 
creased from 8.3 percent in 1977 to 10.8 percent in 1979. 
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Chapter 7 
Year End Position 


Revenue Fund 


At the end of 1979, local government had accumulated a current surplus of $232 million, 
an increase of $47 million over 1978 and about 6 percent of the total taxes levied. 


Revenue Fund Balance at Year End Table 7-1 
1977 1978 1979 
$ Million $ Million $ Million 
Municipalities 
Beginning of Year 158 160 166 
Add: Revenues 3,829 4,227 4,615 
Less: Expenditures 3,827 A221 4,572 
End of Year 160 166 209 
Percent of Tax Levy 9.6 Ore) 10.6 
School Boards 
Beginning of Year 18 32 19 
Add: Revenues 3,498 31/3 4,019 
Less: Expenditures 324/75 3,761 4,015 
End of Year 43 19 23 
Percent of Tax Levy 2.8 iil IS 
Total Local Sector 
Beginning of Year 176 203 185 
Add: Revenues W327 7,964 8,630 
Less: Expenditures 7,300 7,982 8,587 
End of Year 203 185 232 
Percent of Tax Levy 6.4 5.4 6.1 


Of the total 1979 surplus, municipalities had accumulated $209 million in current revenues 
at year end while school boards had $23 million. The increase in the municipal surplus was 
mainly for general purpose revenues. As a percentage of total taxation, the municipal surplus 
equalled 10.6 percent compared to 9.3 percent in the previous year, an indication of municipal- 
ities’ tendency to overlevy because of more conservative budgeting. 


At year end, Metro Toronto had the largest surplus at $80 million, 11.5 percent of the tax 
levy. Although the rural municipalities had relatively low surpluses, the ratios of surplus to tax 
levy in these areas were very high. Rural municipalities in the south and north showed ratios of 
17.2 percent and 13.6 percent respectively. 


Although the school board surpluses continued to be much lower than the municipal sur- 
pluses, an increase of $9 million to $23 million in 1979, the amount represented about 17 per- 
cent of the taxes levied for school purposes compared to 6 percent on the municipal tax side. 
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1979 Municipal Revenue Fund Year End Balance 
($ Million) Table 7-2 


Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North 


Revenue Fund 


Surplus at Beginning of Year 52 47 18 4 33 6 
Add: Revenue 1,568 1,630 523 7A 578 145 
Less: Expenditures 1,540 1,622 S17 170 577 145 
Surplus at end of Year 80 ois 24 5 34 6 
Percent of Tax Levy ES 7.6 9.8 8.6 ee? 13.6 


Capital Fund 


At the beginning of 1979, municipalities and school boards showed $197 million in unfin- 
anced capital expenditures. By year end, this figure had been reduced slightly to $189 mil- 
lion. 


The reduction in the level of unfinanced capital outlay occurred solely on the municipal 
side. Municipalities’ unfinanced capital decreased from $183 million in 1978 to $166 million in 
1979. This was partly due to an increase in provincial grants received in 1979. As a proportion 
of total capital expenditure, this balance was about 14 percent; significantly higher than the 6.5 
percent ratio in 1977. 


The rural south, southern cities and regions had the highest levels of capital expenditures 
still to be financed at year end, (roughly 80 percent of the total) with $41 million, $41 million 
and $49 million respectively. The rural areas in the north were relatively low with $4 million. 


Capital Fund Position at Year End Table 7-3 
1977 1978 1979 
$ Million $ Million $ Million 

Municipalities 
Beginning of Year 188 74 183 
Less: Revenues 12250 1,080 1-205 
Add: Expenditures 1,136 1,189 1,198 
End of Year 7 183 166 
Percent of Capital Expenditures 6.5 15.4 1339 

School Boards 
Beginning of Year 5 12 14 
Less: Revenues 121 168 129 
Add: Expenditures 128 170 138 
End of Year 12 14 23 
Percent of Capital Expenditures 9.4 8.2 16.7 

Total Local Sector 

Beginning of Year 193 86 197 
Less: Revenues Loa 1,248 1,344 
Add: Expenditures 1,264 1,359 1,336 
End of Year 86 197 189 
6.8 14.5 14.1 


Percent of Capital Expenditures 
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1979 Municipal Capital Fund Position at Year End 
($ Million) Table 7-4 


Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 
Toronto Regions South North South North 


Unfinanced Capital Outlay 


at Beginning of Year 44 59 PH 11 35 7 
Less: Revenues 344 465 128 46 190 52 
Add: Expenditures 307 455 142 49 196 49 
Unfinanced Capital Outlay 

at End of Year 17 49 41 14 41 4 
Percent of Capital Expenditure Oke) 10.8 28.9 28.6 20.9 8.2- 
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Reserve and Reserve Funds 


At the end of 1979, local governments had accumulated about one billion dollars in re- 
serves and reserve funds. This represented an increase of 11.5 percent over 1978, slightly lower 
than the 13 percent increase that occurred in the previous year. In 1979, these funds grew faster 
than the total revenues received by local governments, therefore, the ratio of funds to revenues 
increased from 10.3 percent in 1978 to 10.5 percent in 1979. 


Balance of Reserves and Reserve Funds at Year End Table 7-5 


1977 1978 1979 1979/77 1979/78 
$ Million $ Million $ Million % Change % Change 


Municipalities 


Reserves 278 317 341 22 7.8 

Reserve Funds 428 485 543 26.9 11.9 

Subtotal 706 802 884 5). 2 10.2 
School Boards 

Reserves 59 58 59 0.0 ey 

Reserve Funds 40 Sy! 73 8205 43.1 

Subtotal 99 109 6p 3373 et 
Total Local Sector 

Reserves 337 Shs) 400 18.7 (i57/ 

Reserve Funds 468 536 616 31.6 14.9 

TOTAL 805 911 1,016 26.2 ES 
Percent of Total Revenues 9.5 OES 10.5 


Municipalities accounted for over 85 percent of reserves and reserve funds in 1979. Munic- 
ipal reserves increased 7.8 percent in 1979 to $341 million compared to 13.3 percent in 1978. 
Reserve funds balance increased by 11.9 percent to $543 million, compared to 13.9 percent in 
1978. On a per household basis, the trends were the same as in 1978. The regions with $384 per 
household reported the highest level of reserves and reserve funds, while Metro Toronto had the 
lowest, $200 per household. Municipalities in the north showed a balance ranging from $277 to 
$331 per household, while areas in the south showed levels ranging from $202 to $210 per 
household—well below the Provincial average of $275. 
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Municipal 1979 Year End Balance Per Household Table 7-6 
ee eee) Se ee 

Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 

Toronto Regions South North South North Province 
hoe $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
Reserves 113 118 65 82 98 150 105 
Reserve Funds 87 266 37 195 112 181 170 
TOTAL 200 384 202 AUT 210 331 AS 


eee SSS Ss 


The largest component of the reserves and reserve funds are lot levies, which accounted for 
18.9 percent of the total year end balance. The provincial per household average for lot levy 
reserves grew significantly over the year, $37 to $52 per household, mainly because of the 
growth of regional reserves where most building starts occur. 
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1979 Lot Levy Reserve Funds Per Household Table 7-7 

Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 

Toronto Regions South North South North Province 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

Beginning of Year 8 81 25 11 12 2 37 
Add: Revenues 6 62 9 6 6 1 34 
Less: Expenditures i 48 6 0 3 1 19 
Year End Balance 7 95 28 17 15 2 oy 
Percent of Total Balance 3.5) 24.7 13}28) 2.9 Hel 0.6 18.9 


Lot levies, as a source of revenue, are generally found in high growth municipalities, there- 
fore the highest level of lot levy revenue occurred in the Regions with $95 per household. Cities 
in the south averaged $28 per household, while cities in the north averaged $17 per household. 
As a percent of the total reserves and reserve funds, the Regions accounted for 25 percent com- 
pared to 22 percent in 1978. The cities were next with 13.9 percent, and 7.1 percent for cities in 
the south and north respectively. Metro Toronto showed very little change with a ratio of 3.5 
percent. 


Tax Collections and Arrears 


In 1979 total collections of both current and prior years’ taxes increased by 9.7 percent; 
slightly lower than the rate of increase for property taxes levied in the same year. As a percent 
of the levy, the current year’s collection equalled 95.1, a small improvement over the 94 per- 
cent of 1978. However, collections of previous years’ taxes decreased from 4.5 percent in 1978 
to 3.9 percent in 1979. Overall tax collections were 100.2 percent of the total levy. 
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1979 Local Government Tax Roll Table 7-8 
1978 1979 1979/78 Percentage of 
$ Million $ Million % Change 1979 Tax Levy 


Taxes Uncollected at the 
Beginning of Year 234 247 5s 6.5 


Additions to Tax Roll 
Interim and Final Tax 


Billings 3,376 Be 9.9 97.8 
Sewer Charges Collected 
On Water Bills Ae _ 83 13.7 DD 
Total Taxes 3,449 3,795 10.0 100.0 
Penalties and Interest Added Te: L132 10.3 0.8 
TOTAL 3,478 3,827 10.0 100.8 
Reductions 
Collections: Current Year 3,259 3,605 10.6 95.1 
Previous Year 154 148 (3) 3.9 
Discounts and 
Reductions 2 48 (GAIA: ike} 
TOTAL 3,465 3,801 9.7 100.2 
Taxes Uncollected at Year End 
Current 188 207 OR: S35) 
Previous Year 42 46 rial 12 
Prior Years iG 20 17.6 0.5 
TOTAL 247 vie) 9.8 Veo 


At the end of 1979, uncollected taxes amounted to $273 million; an increase of $26 million 


or 9.8 percent over 1978. Tax arrears remained the same proportion of the tax levy in 1979 as in 
1978.7 22 percent: 
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Tax Collections and Arrears Table 7-9 
1977 1978 1979 
Collections* as Per Cent of Levy (%) 
Current Year 94.2 95.0 94.7 
Prior Years 4.4 4.7 3.9 
TOTAL 98.6 99.7 99.0 
Arrears as Per Cent of Levy (%) 
Current Year Sea 5.0 SED 
Prior Years 1.6 Dial ib 
TOTAL 73 Wel (S7/ 
Arrears Per Household ($) 
Current Year 59 55 66 
Prior Years 17 24 14 
TOTAL 716 719 80 


* Collections included Penalties and Interest 
ERM SSB RSS SR UPS ERS BUTE NPS TE IT SS SP I TE TT I ET OE TET, 


1979 Tax Collections and Arrears 


by Municipal Area Table 7-10 
ee ee) TS re ee ee eee Ue ee ee CEE DS, 
Metro Cities Cities Rural Rural 


Toronto Regions South North South North 


Collections as Per Cent 


of Levy (%) 
Current Year 93.0 94.5 97.0 100.0 91.5 91.4 
Prior Years Sai Sal 3.4 3.8 el 6.2 
TOTAL 98.7 99.6 100.4 103.8 98.6 97.6 
Arrears as Per Cent 
of Levy (%) 
Current Year 4.9 5.0 4.6 4.8 8.9 7.4 
Prior Years ila? eo 126 Le) 4.9 Sh 
TOTAL 6.1 6.7 6.2 5.8 13.8 led 
Arrears Per Household ($) 
Current Year 83 58 54 45 61 353 
Prior Years 21 20 19 15 22 22 
TOTAY 104 78 73 60 83 Ws 
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PART II. INTER-PROVINCIAL COMPARISON OF 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE 
IN CANADA: 1977 TO 1979 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 


The British North America Act assigns responsibility for local matters to the provincial 
level of government in Canada. The scope of local government jurisdiction, its duties, func- 
tions and financing powers are therefore established and defined by provincial statute. The 
comparability of local sector financial operations is often complicated by the wide variety of in- 
stitutional and financial relationships which have evolved between individual provinces and 
their municipalities. 


The purpose of this section of the report is to provide a brief digest of local government fi- 
nancial systems and compare all services and sources of financing which relate to local govern- 
ment operations in a sample of Canadian provinces from 1977 to 1979. 


This study encompasses four objectives. It offers a framework for comparison of local sec- 
tor organization and finance. It provides a basis for the analysis of trends. It highlights provin- 
cial reforms contributing to changes in the revenue base of local government and in its role in 
providing local services. And finally, it underscores deficiences and inconsistencies in the in- 
formation base, the details of which are collected, compiled and published by the provincial 
and federal levels of government. 


The inter-provincial comparison is divided into six chapters with the first five devoted pri- 
marily to municipal activities and the final, specifically related to operations of local school 
authorities. The six provinces in the sample are New Brunswick, Quebec, Manitoba, Alberta, 
British Columbia and Ontario. Detailed information is provided in a set of tables in Appendix 
B 
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Chapter 2 
Local Government Organization 


Organization, within the context of this report, is broadly defined as the set of locational 
and jurisdictional parameters which make up the local government system. Within this frame- 
work, local governments identify and respond to varying local preferences in the provision of 
services. Highly urbanized areas, for example, typically require a greater number and higher 
level of service than do their rural counterparts. As a result a multifaceted organizational setting 
more readily meets the demands of an urban population. A regionalized structure, incorporating 
an urban area and its hinterland, reflects a recognition of the interdependence between urban 
and rural demands in areas of rapid growth. In 1979, local government organization ran the 
gamut from sophisticated two-tier urban centres to unorganized rural areas having no formal 
local government whatsoever. 


In a two-tier system, area or lower tier municipalities within a geographic region are assem- 
bled under an upper tier or regional government to which responsibility for certain region-wide 
services is allocated. In 1979, these upper tier municipalities were referred to as counties, re- 
gions or urban communities and lower tier municipalities, as cities, towns, villages, parishes, 
or townships depending upon population size and legal status. Financing for upper tier services 
occurred through levy requisitions on lower tier municipalities and through grants from provin- 
cial and federal governments. Municipalities in all provinces surveyed, except Ontario and 
Quebec, were organized on a single tier system in 1979. Ontario and Quebec had two-tier struc- 
tures. In British Columbia, only the Greater Vancouver and Capital districts were regionalized 
although the Province has been moving in the direction of the two-tier system. 


A second characteristic of the local organizational structure of Canadian municipalities is 
the degree of fragmentation of local responsibilities among municipal council, special purpose 
boards and local enterprises. These latter entities discharge a specific service, for example, 
public utilities or transit, and are for the most part self-financing through user fees. 


The existence of the municipal enterprise is rationalized almost entirely in functional terms. 
Each entity serves a function for which it is separately accountable to municipal councils and 
subcouncil committees, but not the electorate at large. This feature contributes to the fragmen- 
tation of local government finance through a series of separate levies to cover that portion of 
enterprise expenditure not met through own source revenues. Fragmentation is probably most 
extensive in Ontario, less so in British Columbia, Alberta, Manitoba and New Brunswick and 
least so in Quebec. A list of municipal special purpose entities is provided in Appendix C for 
each of the provinces. 


For the purposes of this analysis, none of the municipal enterprises or boards were consoli- 
dated for any of the provinces unless included in the standard classification as reported by mu- 
nicipalities. Thus, for instance, in Ontario, transit and police commissions, parking authorities, 
homes for the aged, local library board, etc. are all consolidated as a matter of course and are 
therefore included in this analysis. 


Table 2-1 indicates the degree of urbanization across the provinces surveyed. Column 1 
shows the number of organized municipalities, i.e. self-administering entities, in each province 
and Column 2, the urban-rural distribution of population. British Columbia had the highest pro- 
portion of population in urban municipalities at 87.4 per cent in 1979. New Brunswick was 
least urbanized with almost 36 per cent of its population living in rural areas of the province. 
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Quebec, although seemingly highly urbanized at 73 per cent, actually had only 40 per cent of its 
population residing in its three urban centres while the remainder was spread across the more 
than 1,500 smaller more rural municipalities in 1979. 


Urbanization 1979 Table 2-1 
No. Of Population Density 
Municipalities* Urban Rural Population/Sq. Mile 
# % % # 

Ontario 836 79.2 20.8 24.4 

New Brunswick LS 64.3 35ay7, 2.4 

Quebec L512 T3iOF* 27.0 niare® 

Manitoba 202 Wis, 2D) 4.6 

Alberta 300 79.2 20.8 8.1 

British Columbia 141 87.4 12.6 Ti2 


* organized municipalities only 
** estimate—Source: Finances municipales 1978 (for municipalities with greater than 5,000 population) 
*** n/a—not available 


Socio-Economic Characteristics Table 2-2 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
% Change % Change 
Population (000) 8,274 8,384 163 677 677 0.0 
Households (000) 3,052 3,199 4.8 210 25 1.4 
Total Assessment ($M) 31,326 33,68 1 3D 6,348 7,665 20.7 
Average Income/Household ($)! 18,049 21,089 16.8 14,282 16,701 16.9 
Gross Provincial Product ($M) 82,047 99 ,600 DiN4 3,662 4;598 25.5 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
% Change % Change 
Population (000) 6,306 n/a — 981 981 0.0 
Households (000) 210 Bis 1.4 369 369 0.0 
Total Assessment ($M) 47,232 n/a — 2,599 2,828 8.8 
Average Income/Household ($)! 16,185 19,750 22.0 14,904 17,848 19.7 
Gross Provincial Product ($M) 50,906 63,064 23.9 8,588 10,476 22.0 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
% Change % Change 
Population (000) 1,868 2,011 Teal 2,494 2500 31 
Households (000) 564 622 10.3 860 866 0.7 
Total Assessment ($M) 6,461 16,509 55.5 11,247 12,283 9.2 
Average Income/Household ($)! 17,550 21,597 23o1 16,807 21,106 25.6 
Gross Provincial Product ($M) Desi 35,637 40.8 251387 32,264 28.4 


1. See Footnotes—Appendix D 


The organization of local government in 1979 is presented for each of the provinces indivi- 
dually. 
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Ontario 


In Ontario in 1979, there were ten regional municipalities with rural and urban areas made 
up of 73 lower tier municipalities; 27 counties comprising 535 lower tiers; 11 districts located in 
northern Ontario comprising 171 municipalities; and one totally urban regional municipality— 
Metropolitan Toronto having six component lower tiers. Cities outside regions were indepen- 
dent single-tier operations. In all, there were 11 in 1979. Two-thirds of the province’s popula- 
tion lived in areas with re-organized two-tier systems, i.e. regions. The majority of these were 
located around Metro Toronto and covered the highest growth areas of the province. Upper tier 
governments provided services such as policing, transit, major roads, sewer, water, garbage 
disposal and regional planning. Lower tier municipalities provided fire protection, local roads, 
recreational services, garbage collection and neighbourhood planning. 


In less urbanized areas, the conventional county structure was in place. This applies pri- 
marily to all areas of southern Ontario except those under the reorganized or regional system. 
The county level is the equivalent of the upper tier in the regions except that its responsibilities 
are generally confined to the provision of social and health services and the construction and 
maintenance of county roads. Cities and separated towns located within a county are wholly in- 
dependent entities providing the full range of municipal services. In 1979, most of the northern 
portion of the province was sparsely inhabited and without any formal municipal organization. 
The northernmost areas are divided into districts. Areas within districts with sufficient popula- 
tion to justify municipal incorporation are organized into single-tier municipalities. Sudbury 
and Muskoka are the exceptions; they are reorganized two-tier municipalities. Essential health 
and social services were provided to northern communities through local boards on a district- 
wide basis, including areas not organized for municipal purposes. 


Quebec 


Quebec was divided into cities and towns and 71 county municipalities which were them- 
selves subdivided into villages, parishes, townships, united townships and unorganized terri- 
tory. In addition, there were a few mining villages and towns governed by The Mining Village 
Act and The Mining Town Act. Cities and towns are politically and administratively separate 
from counties except for some cost-sharing of certain services. 


The basic local government unit evolved from the rural church parish. Consequently, most 
of Quebec’s 1,500 lower tier municipalities are rural communities. Over 90 per cent of them 
had less than, 5,000 population in 1979 and at least 50 per cent had fewer than 1,000 popula- 
tion. 


At the county level, boundaries, in many cases, were not closely related to the broader 
socio-economic community and consequently, from a servicing point of view, never developed 
a significant upper tier role. The lower tier assumed the basic municipal functions with over 
half making no expenditures for sewer, garbage disposal and recreation services. Unlike On- 
tario, cities and towns were a constituent part of the county and represented a kind of unofficial 
capital for the upper tier area. 


Approximately 40 per cent of Quebec’s total population resided in three major urban 
centres—the Montreal Urban Community, Quebec Urban Community, and the Outaouais Re- 
gional Community in 1979. The Montreal Urban Community was comprised of the City of 
Montreal and 29 surrounding municipalities. The Quebec Urban Community was made up of 
Quebec City and 21 area municipalities and the Outaouais Regional Community, composed of 
both urban and rural areas, was made up of the City of Hull and 31 surrounding communities. 
The upper tiers were generally responsible for planning, public transportation, sewer and water 
treatment, coordination of area police and fire fighting forces and real property assessment, 


with the lower tiers providing other local services. Each Community is governed by its own 
separate Act. 
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New Brunswick 


Municipal structure in New Brunswick in 1979 was organized into a fairly simple single 
tier system. As of January 1, 1979 there were 6 cities, 21 towns, and 88 villages. Two hundred 
and twenty-two unincorporated local service districts accounted for approximately 36 per cent 
of the province’s total population. 


A comprehensive review was conducted in 1967 by the Byrne Commission to rationalize 
the allocation of responsibilities between municipal and provincial governments. The Commis- 
sion recommended that any service which is basically people-related should be a provincial re- 
sponsibility and those that are property-related, a local concern. As a result of the ensuing re- 
forms, education became a purely provincial responsibility along with the administration of 
justice, public health, welfare, local assessment and tax collection. 


To accommodate services designated as purely local responsibilities, The New Brunswick 
Municipalities Act provided for three types of incorporated municipalities—Cities, Towns and 
Villages; and one unincorporated entity, the Local Service District which was to be wholly ad- 
ministered by the Minister of Municipal Affairs. Further, in response to submission recommen- 
dations, 15 single-tier counties providing services in rural areas were replaced by 88 new vil- 
lage governments. 


The services most commonly provided by New Brunswick municipalities are typical of 
those offered by municipalities in other provinces except for a fairly limited role in the provi- 
sion for health, social and family services (i.e. restricted to first aid and ambulance services), 
and no responsibility for education services whatsoever. 


Manitoba 


In 1979, the Province of Manitoba was organized into administrative units known as rural 
municipalities. Within these were located cities, towns and villages, all of which were politi- 
cally independent of the rural municipal council. Unorganized territory included local govern- 
ment districts and territory outside these districts for which there was no local administrative or- 
ganization. Local government districts were operated by a resident administrator appointed by 
the Province. There were 5 cities, 35 towns, 40 villages, and 105 rural municipalities. In addi- 
tion, there were 17 local government districts. 


Greater Winnipeg was the major urban centre of the province. This area has been the focus 
of provincial government reform in Manitoba. The City of Winnipeg Act came into effect on 
January 1, 1972 and provided a one-tier government for the whole Winnipeg urban area. Prior 
to the 1979 reorganization, there was a two-tier form of government with 13 separate lower tier 
units. Under the Act, Winnipeg, operates under its own legislation and provides all local ser- 
vices. In 1979, the new City of Winnipeg accounted for 0.5 per cent of Manitoba’s land area 
while containing 57 per cent of its population. The city provided two-thirds of all the jobs in the 
province, two-thirds of total provincial income and three-quarters of the individual income 
tax. 


Alberta 


In 1979, there were 328 incorporated municipalities, 30 counties, 18 municipal districts, 10 
cities, 104 towns and 166 villages. In addition, there were 20 improvement districts (unincor- 
porated) and three special areas (unincorporated). Towns and villages within counties or munic- 
ipal districts operated as autonomous units and municipal districts were rural local governments 
which provide local public works, roads, health, welfare and protection services. Counties 
were responsible for all services except hospitals, while improvement districts were the less de- 
veloped rural areas of the province. In 1979, the Province was responsible for those districts of 
which the majority are located in the northern part of the province. 
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Calgary and Edmonton accounted for more than half of the total provincial population. 
Both cities followed a fairly consistent pattern of extending municipal boundaries to absorb 
suburban development on the fringe thus retaining the single-tier approach to local government 
organization. . 


British Columbia 


Local government structure in British Columbia consisted of incorporated municipalities 
(cities, towns, villages and districts), school districts, incorporated regional districts, improve- 
ment districts and a number of special purpose districts. Regional districts provided certain ser- 
vices which may have been jointly financed by participating members of local government 
within a designated area. In addition, the regions had responsibility for coordination of plan- 
ning and resources. Improvement districts were created to provide a single service such as 
water or fire protection for a community without municipal organization. Special purpose dis- 
tricts, not incorporated, provided a common service for a number of municipalities, such as 
water, on a wholesale basis to the members. In 1979, about 0.5 per cent of the total area of Brit- 
ish Columbia was incorporated into municipalities which accounted for about 87 per cent of the 
total population. 


Table 2-2 shows the relative growth of Canadian municipalities in terms of their popula- 
tion, households and assessment. In general, growth in these factors was marginal between 
1977 and 1979 except in Alberta where significant increases were indicative of the general 
upswing in the economy of that province. This in turn, placed increased demands on local gov- 
ernment services, which are reflected in increases in local government spending illustrated in 
Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 3 
Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues 


Overview 


In 1979, municipal revenue structure across Canada followed a relatively similar format. 
Municipal revenues were derived primarily from three sources: property taxation, non-taxation 
receipts and transfers from both the federal and provincial governments. 


Revenues raised by the municipality from own sources included: 


1) General property taxation, levied on all assessable property; 

2) Business taxation; 

3) Personal property tax, i.e. personal belongings, permitted in some provinces; 

4) Licenses and user fees, used by municipalities to derive revenue from specific activities or 
services on an individual consumer basis. These include water and sewer billings and con- 
tributions to Homes for the Aged; 

5) Other miscellaneous sources such as fines, investment income, developer’s lot levies, rents, 
penalties on taxpayers in arrears, etc. 


Revenues received from outside sources included federal and provincial payments in lieu of 
taxes on certain properties exempted from municipal taxation and specific purpose grants for 
aiding in the provision of certain services. Provincial governments across Canada also provided 
non-specific or unconditional grants to municipalities in varying forms and amounts. Lastly, 
municipalities received payments for services which they provided to other municipalities. 

SSS SS SSS 


Total Local Revenue Fund Revenue by Province Table 3-1 

1977 1978 1979 1979/77 

Province $ Million $ Million $ Million % Change 

Ontario 3,829 4,210 4,615 20.5 

New Brunswick 116 133 144 24.1 

Quebec 2,156 2,460 2213" 2.6 

Manitoba 304 355 389 28.0 

Alberta 934 1,038 2153" 130.5 

British Columbia 878 979 1,104 25.7 


* Note—decrease shown in 1979 for Quebec municipalities is the result of major reforms to the local property taxa- 


tion system introduced in that year. 
** Note—Municipal Debt Reduction Program! 


Table 3-1 illustrates Total Local Revenue Fund Revenue for the provinces during the three 
year survey period. Local revenues increased between 20.0 and 30.0 per cent in most of the 
provinces, with the exception of Quebec and Alberta. In Quebec, local government revenues 
rose only 2.6 per cent because of provincial reorganization of both local responsibilities and 
grants policy. Alberta’s local revenues increased dramatically from 1977, 130.5 per cent. How- 
ever, most of this change in revenue was attributable to the Province’s Municipal Debt Reduc- 
tion Program.! Removing the effects of this program produced an increase of 61.0 per cent 
which was still significantly higher than increases in the other provinces. 


The rest of this chapter will deal with the different components that make up local revenue 


fund revenues. 
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Property Taxation 
Responsibility for Property Taxation 


In 1979, responsibility for property taxation was primarily a local function. In Ontario, the 
lower tier municipality levied taxes on behalf of the upper tier and school boards except in unor- 
ganized areas where taxation of land and improvements was assumed by the Province under the 
Provincial Land Tax Act. In Alberta, Manitoba, Quebec and British Columbia, property taxa- 
tion was also a local responsibility. As in Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia levied a pro- 
vincial property tax in areas without municipal organization. In Quebec, these areas were taxed 
at the county level. Municipalities in New Brunswick were authorized to levy taxes for local 
purposes which could be collected by either themselves or the Province. In practice, the Prov- 
ince collected the levies on behalf of all municipalities and returned the equivalent of the full 
levy regardless of the amount collected. In addition, New Brunswick was the only province 
which levied a Provincial tax on property in organized municipalities. In 1979, the Province 
imposed a flat rate of $1.50 per one hundred dollars of assessment. 


Responsibility for functions related to real property assessment vary from province to prov- 
ince. In Ontario, assessment has been a provincial responsibility since 1970. New Brunswick 
and British Columbia also have performed assessment related functions at the provincial level. 
In Manitoba, responsibility rests with the Province with the exception of the City of Winnipeg 
where assessment has been a local responsibility by virtue of the City of Winnipeg Act. In Que- 
bec and Alberta real property assessment has been a local responsibility. 


Rates of Taxation 


In 1979, municipalities in Ontario levied taxes based on mill rates, 1.e. rates per $1,000 of 
assessed value for own purposes and on behalf of upper tiers and school boards. In all, there 
were five separate rates applied including general municipal, upper tier, public elementary and 
secondary and separate elementary, i.e. Roman Catholic Separate School Boards. Mill rates 
were weighted to maintain a differential between commercial and residential properties to the 
extent that 85 per cent of the commercial/industrial rate was applied to residential and farm 
properties for general purposes and 90 per cent for education purposes. 


Unlike the practice in Ontario, municipalities in New Brunswick, British Columbia and 
Quebec imposed a uniform rate on assessed property. Total property taxes in New Brunswick 
included a provincial rate of 1.5 per cent on real and business assessment in addition to the 
municipally determined rate based on net expenditures. This latter rate applied to municipal 
purposes only. In British Columbia, there was one mill rate for general purposes and one mill 
rate for school purposes. 


Quebec municipalities shared the property tax field with the school boards except in the 
Montreal Urban Community where lower tier municipalities levied school purpose taxes on the 
school board’s behalf. Prior to 1979, municipalities in the region levied a surtax of $.60 per 
$100 of assessed value in excess of $100,000 but the recent reforms have eliminated this 
charge. 


The Municipal Taxation Act of Alberta authorizes municipalities to levy differential mill 
rates similar to Ontario. In 1979, properties were distinguished as residential or non-residential. 
Further, rates varied for classes of residential property, i.e. single family, multi-unit, etc. Taxes 
were levied by the municipalities on their own behalf and on behalf of all schools and hospitals 
within municipal boundaries. 


Assessment Base 


The definition of real property subject to taxation in Ontario included land, buildings and 
those fixtures used for a functional purpose attached to buildings. Manufacturing machinery 
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and equipment was excluded. Property assessments were frozen at 1970 values and equaliza- 
tion factors have been applied to standardize assessments for the purpose of apportioning upper 
tier costs and calculating grants. 


For all provinces in 1979, the definition of real property included land and buildings. Al- 
berta and British Columbia included machinery and equipment as well while New Brunswick, 
like Ontario, assessed only fixtures attached to buildings. Manitoba included machinery in the 
definition of the personal property tax base. In British Columbia, the assessment for school and 
general purposes differed in that school assessment also included trade fixtures. The Quebec 
property tax base included only land and buildings until the 1979 reform package extended it to 
include machinery and equipment. 


The basis for valuation differed among the provinces to the extent that in some cases a uni- 
form assessment basis existed while in others, assessments were variable within categories of 
property. In Manitoba, land and personal property were assessed at their actual value and build- 
ings were assessed at two thirds of their value. New valuations are made every five years. Prop- 
erty in New Brunswick and Quebec has been assessed at market value with the exception of 
farmland, which, in Quebec was assessed to a ceiling of $150 an acre and, in New Brunswick, 
at its actual and true value as farmland i.e. productivity value. British Columbia municipalities 
determined an actual value and taxed percentages of this assessment according to categories of 
property. There were five basic categories used: Residential, Seasonal, Resort and Recrea- 
tional, 15 per cent; Utilities, Forestry and Industrial, 30 per cent; Farms, 10 per cent; Tree 
Farms, 60 per cent; Machinery, Equipment, Business and Other, 25 per cent. 


A system of variable assessments was also used in Alberta in 1979. For urban municipal- 
ities, non-agricultural land was assessed at 65 per cent of market value; for rural municipalities, 
at 17.1 per cent. Agricultural land had a maximum value of $40 per acre. 


Business Taxation 


Municipalities in most provinces levied some form of business taxation in 1979. In On- 
tario, a business tax was calculated by applying legislated percentage rates to the assessed value 
of commercial and industrial properties. These rates varied from 25 to 140 per cent depending 
on the use of the property and was levied against occupants. 

Annual rental value was used as a basis for business taxation in British Columbia, Alberta, 
Manitoba and Quebec. The tax rate was generally set by local councils but in some provinces a 
limit was placed on the amount of tax that could be collected. Quebec, for example, imposed a 
limit of 10 per cent assessed annual rental value up to a $5,000 maximum. Total rental tax pro- 
ceeds could not exceed 25 per cent of a municipality’s total levy. Manitoba limited the business 
rate to 15 per cent on the annual rental value of business properties unless a higher rate was au- 
thorized by the Legislature or local charter. In British Columbia, municipalities had the choice 
of the greater between a tax based on gross annual rental value of real property occupied or on 
the taxable value of personal property used for business. Again, a maximum rate was applied; 
10 per cent for rental value, 1 per cent for personal property value. 

A square footage basis was used in Alberta as an alternative to rental value as was storage 
capacity, an option in the case of grain, coal, gasoline and oil businesses. 

New Brunswick was the only province in the sample other than Ontario to use real property 
assessment as a basis for business taxation. The rates applied were the equivalent of local real 
property tax rates and total business taxes could not exceed 17 times the net rental values of the 
property. 

Exemptions 

In all provinces there were categories of properties which were excluded from the property 

tax base and therefore, exempted from paying local taxes. These exemptions have been defined 
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by Provincial statute(s) and are either mandatory or permissive, i.e. at the discretion of the local 
council. 


In 1979, exemptions common to all provinces included federal Crown lands, provincial 
government properties and churches. In addition, some properties may be mandatorily ex- 
empted from school taxes but permissively exempted for municipal purposes such as homes for 
the aged in Manitoba. 


In Ontario, exemptions were extended to charitable and non-profit organizations such as 
Boy Scouts, Red Cross, St. John’s Ambulance; education properties—public and private; prop- 
erties of religious institutions; municipal government properties; a host of privately legislated 
exemptions to cultural and recreational groups, i.e. summer camps, theatres, credit unions, 
heritage sites, etc; and those authorized by municipal by-law involving Navy League Lands. 
The federal and provincial governments made payments in lieu of municipal taxation to the 
equivalent of municipal and school taxes in the case of the federal government, and municipal 
purposes only in the case of the province. A business tax equivalent was made to the municipal- 
ity for provincial government enterprises. 


In Quebec exempt bodies such as school and charitable institutions paid fees to cover costs 
of municipal services whereby the fee could not be greater than either the general property tax 
or 30 cents per $100 of assessment. 


British Columbia’s mandatory exemptions were extended to a number of private, public 
and para-public types of properties, examples of which are churches, public schools, approved 
private schools, public hospitals, public cemeteries, old age homes, and certain farm lands. 
Local authorities could also exempt properties such as parks, horticultural or agricultural socie- 
ties, historic buildings, another municipality’s water property or airport. Rural municipalities 
could exempt tree farms, fire halls and mines from both general and school taxes but not from 
improvements which remained taxable. 


Fewer categories of exemptions were authorized in New Brunswick than in other prov- 
inces. Religious property, cemeteries and educational institutions were all assessed but exempt 
from taxation. Properties owned by voluntary fire associations and agricultural societies were 
also exempt. 


In 1979, all provinces provided some form of relief to farm properties. Ontario provided for 
total or partial exemptions on farmlands to the extent that they did not require normal municipal 
services. Farm residences in Alberta were not assessed and farmland was classified as non- 
residential. As mentioned earlier, Quebec had a ceiling on farm assessment of $150 per acre 
and the tax rate could not exceed 2 per cent of the taxable value of the farm or wood lot. In New 
Brunswick, farmland was assessed at its real value as farmland. 


Property Tax Offsets 


All provinces provided relief to individual taxpayers via property tax offset programs in 
1979. Ontario extended assistance by way of reduction or deferral of property taxes to low in- 
come groups including homeowners, renters, farmers and the elderly. Rebates to farmers in- 
volved a 50 per cent reduction in taxes on farm and forestry property under the Farm Tax Re- 
duction and Managed Forests Tax Reduction programs. Offsets to the elderly were provided 
through the Pensioner Tax Credit, the Municipal and School Tax Credit and the Municipal El- 
derly Resident’s Assistance Programs. The latter program was administered at municipal dis- 
cretion. 


In other provinces, credits were provided to renters and homeowners, landlords in the case 
of Quebec, in addition to other tax relief. Manitoba introduced a cost of living tax credit in 
1974. It amounted to 3 per cent of personal exemptions less 1 per cent of taxable income and 
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was, therefore, designed to assist lower income groups. The Alberta Renter Assistance Credit 
was applied against provincial income tax for renters under 65 years of age, the maximum 
credit being $200. For renters 65 years plus, the Senior Citizen’s Renters Assistance Program 
involved a credit to a maximum $250 per year. Property tax credits to homeowners under the 
Property Tax Reduction Program were extended to all homeowners to a maximum of $400. 


Quebec provided relief to farmers placing a ceiling on both assessment and the rate of taxa- 
tion. The Province compensated municipalities for their resulting losses. The Quebec pen- 
sioner’s credit equalled 50 per cent of school taxes to a maximum $125 credit. As of 1979, the 
Province provided further unspecified relief to tenants and landlords. 


New Brunswick extended tax breaks to women no longer supported by a husband, where 
the assessed value of their real property was less than $25,000 and net income did not exceed 
$3,000. 


Table 3-2 demonstrates the level of property tax offsets for the different provinces over the 
1977 to 1979 period. 
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Property Tax Offsets Per Household Table 3-2 

LOST 1979 1979/77 

Province $ $ % Change 

Ontario 142 142 nil 

New Brunswick n/a n/a — 

Quebec if) 16 6.6 

Manitoba 118 127 7.6 

Alberta 201 264 GilkS 

British Columbia n/a n/a — 
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Total Property Taxation Per Household 


Focussing initially on total residential taxation as illustrated on Table 3-3, the burden per 
household differed marginally between the reporting provinces. For instance, Ontario and Al- 
berta residential taxes varied by $57 and $47 for the years 1977 and 1979 respectively. As a 
percentage of total local revenues, residential property taxation over the three years was highest 
in Manitoba, fluctuating between 79.5 per cent and 76.1 per cent, and lowest in Alberta, de- 
clining from 31.6 per cent to a low of 17.9 per cent over time. 


Residential taxes expressed as a percentage of personal income were approximately 4.1 per 
cent in Manitoba, while Ontario and Alberta each accounted for around 3.0 per cent of income 


over the 1977 to 1979 period. 


Seen 


Total Residential Property Taxation per Household? Table 3-3 
ES EE ie Ss ee SS 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
% Change % Change 
Total Taxes ($) 581 667 ath n/a n/a — 
Taxes as Per Cent of Total ' 
Revenues per Household (%) 46.0 45.0 (Oy) n/a n/a — 
Income per Household ($) 18,049 21,089 16.8 14,282 16,701 16.9 
Taxes as Per Cent of Income (%) Se? 3)? nil n/a n/a = 
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Total Residential Property Taxation per Household? Table 3-3 (Continued) 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 = 1979/77 
% Change % Change 
Total Taxes ($) n/a n/a — 658 732 UL 
Taxes as Per Cent of Total 
Revenues Per Household (%) n/a n/a — 79.5 76.1 (4.3) 
Income per Household ($) 16,185 19,750 220 14,904 17,848 19.7 
Taxes as Per Cent of Income (%) n/a n/a — 4.4 4.1 — 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
% Change % Change 
a er Oa Ne te 
Total Taxes ($) 524 620 18.3 n/a n/a n/a 
Taxes as Per Cent of Total 
Revenues Per Household (%) SEG 2) (43.4) n/a n/a — 
Income per Household ($) e550 21,597 DBrl 16,807 21,206 BS (8) 
Taxes as Per Cent of Income (%) 2.9 2.9 — n/a n/a — 


2. See Footnotes —Appendix D 
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Total property taxes including municipal charges for municipal purposes ranged from $290 
per household in New Brunswick to $813 per household in Alberta for 1979, Table 3-4. On- 
tario, Quebec, Manitoba and British Columbia showed levels of $614, $564, $514 and $666 re- 
spectively. These taxes refer to all levies against all classes of property, i.e. residential, com- 
mercial, farm, etc. divided by the total number of residential units in each province. The 
different levels of property tax are explained in part by the variation in method and basis of tax- 
ation among the provinces. For instance, in Quebec, the costs of servicing lots were not prepaid 
but were recovered instead through local taxation while in New Brunswick municipalities 
levied no rates for school purposes as this service was totally administered by the Province. 


Over the three year survey period, total property taxes increased the most in New Bruns- 
wick, 27.2 per cent, and the least in Quebec where taxpayers experienced a modest rise of 5.4 
per cent. 


Total taxation by municipalities in all the provinces was the major component in the make- 
up of the municipal revenue fund with the exception of New Brunswick where provincial assis- 
tance also played an important role. As a per cent of total revenue, total taxation was highest in 
Quebec and British Columbia, fluctuating between 52 and 58 per cent over the 1977 to 1979 
period. Ontario and New Brunswick over this same period had the lowest share of total reve- 
nue, from between 42 and 45 per cent and Manitoba was in the middle with approximately 50 
per cent. 


As shown in Table 3-5, the share of total taxation to total revenue declined dramatically 
from 41.8 to 23.4 per cent in Alberta from 1977. This was primarily due to the introduction of 
the Municipal Debt Reduction Program in 1979. 


The Municipal Debt Reduction Program was created as a means of providing a once only 
distribution of a share of the General Revenue Fund Surpluses to municipalities in Alberta. The 
main purpose, as the program name indicates, was to reduce the debenture debt repayment obli- 
gations of Alberta municipalities. A secondary objective, in respect of municipalities having no 
debenture debts or limited amounts, was to provide unconditional funds that municipalities 
could use to assist with future needs. Consequently the program created a situation where pro- 
vincial assistance rose considerably in relation to the taxation component. By discounting this 
program, Alberta’s share for 1979 is comparable with that of New Brunswick and Ontario. 
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Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues Per Household by Province Table 3-4 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Taxation 
Property Taxes 496 Sy Hits) 228 290 Die?) 
Municipal Charges* _ 49 _ 62 26.5 _n/a _n/a — 
Subtotal 545 614 ey 228 290 DTD) 
Provincial Assistance 
Payments-in-Lieu 22 24 9.0 nil nil — 
Unconditional Grants 137 S52, 10.9 197 243 24.3 
Conditional Grants 23 Lo) Wo _ 28 mco 28.5 
Subtotal 396 443 11.8 225 279 24.0 
User Fees and Service Charges* 
Own Municipality 210 259 20.5 n/a n/a == 
Other wuls _ 14 (6.6) n/a n/a _- 
Subtotal 225 267 18.7 71 61 (14.9) 
Other Revenue 104 igi 25.9 _ 2 19 (35.0) 
TOTAL 1,270 e455; 14.6 his) 649 17.4 
Quebec Manitoba 
1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Taxation 
Property Taxes 423 459 eo) ) 427 514 20.4 
Municipal Charges 112 105 (6.3) ngl. ngl. _ 
Subtotal 535 564 5.4 427 514 20.4 
Provincial Assistance 
Payments-in-Lieu 14 9 (36.0) 67 78 16.4 
Unconditional Grants 205 206 0.5 58 139 139.6 
Conditional Grants 42 43 2.4 56 28 (50.0) 
Subtotal 261 258 (2) 181 245 35.4 
User Fees and Service Charges’ 
Own Municipality 18 11 (39.0) 3h 35 12.9 
Other 36 3 2.8 nil nil nil 
Subtotal 54 48 (12.0) 31 35 12.9 
Other Revenue 130 107 (18.0) _ 180 254 41.1 
TOTAL 980 977 (0.4) 819 1,048 27.9 


eee 
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Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues Per Household by Province Table 3-4 (Continued) 


Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Taxation 
Property Taxes 499 Syl 14.4 455 503 10.5 
Municipal Charges n1o2 a2 26.0 142 163 14.8 
Subtotal 691 813 lWipoh 597 666 11.6 
Provincial Assistance 
Payments-in-Lieu 33 37 ial 15 23 5)63) 
Unconditional Grants 315 760* 141.3% 145 19] See 
Conditional Grants 14 1,222" 885.5* eu: _ 20 53.8 
Subtotal 472 2,019* 328 .0* 173 234 B5e2 
User Fees and Service Charges 
Own Municipality 88 105 19%3 n/a n/a — 
Other _ 46 18 125 n/a n/a — 
Subtotal 104 123 18.3 n/a n/a — 
Other Revenue S387 525 BSe), 263 374 42.2 
TOTAL 1,654 3,480* 110.4* 1,033 1,274 333,53) 


* Municipal Debt Reduction Program 
4. See Footnotes—Appendix D 
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Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues by Source Table 3-5 
Ontario New Brunswick Quebec 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 
% % % % % % 
ee i, 
Taxation 
Property Taxes 39.1 37.9 41.2 44.7 43.2 47.0 
Municipal Charges 23:8 24.3 _n/a _n/a ES, 10.7 
Subtotal 42.9 42.2 41.2 44.7 54.6 Sia 
Provincial Assistance 
Payments-in-Lieu ea 1.6 nil nil 1.4 1.0 
Unconditional Grants 10.8 10.4 35.6 37.4 20.9 Alle 
Conditional Grants 18.7 18.4 5.0 So) 4.3 4.4 
Subtotal Silee 30.4 40.6 42.9 26.6 POS 
User Fees and Service Charges 
Own Municipality 16.5 17.4 n/a n/a 1.8 lel 
Other mel 0.9 _nfa _n/a oer 3.8 
Subtotal 17.6 18.3 12.8 9.4 5.5) 4.9 
Other Revenue 8.2 9.0 2? 2.9 13.3 11.0 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


Composition of Municipal Revenue Fund Revenues by Source Table 3-5 (Continued) 


Manitoba Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 
Taxation 
Property Taxes 52.1 49.0 30.2 16.4 44.0 39.5 
Municipal Charges n/a n/a 11.6 He) ei 12.8 
Subtotal 52a 49.0 41.8 D3 A SM I Sos: 
Provincial Assistance 
Payments-in-Lieu 8.1 7.4 Da) 1.0 1.4 1.8 
Unconditional Grants ell S33} 19.0 21.8* 14.0 15.0 
Conditional Grants 6.8 Dy les B52 e3 1s) 
Subtotal 22.0 23.4 28.5 57.9 16.7 18.3 
User Fees and Service Charges 
Own Municipality 3.8 shal 6.3 3.0 n/a n/a 
Other _ n/a n/a 1.0 TOS n/a n/a 
Subtotal 3.8 33) a3 Bi n/a n/a 
Other Revenue 2B 24.2 23.4 yal DSS 29.4 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


* Municipal Debt Reduction Program 
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Provincial Assistance 


Over the three-year period, provincial transfers to local governments were in the form of 
unconditional grants, grants for specific purposes and payments in lieu of taxes. 


Ontario, Manitoba, Alberta and British Columbia had revenue sharing programs in the 
form of unconditional and conditional grants. Under such programs, the Province increases 
transfers according to the rate of growth of provincial revenues. New Brunswick and Quebec on 
the other hand, based their increase in transfers on increases in the municipality’s standard ex- 
penditure. 


New Brunswick municipalities had the highest level of provincial support at approximately 
41 per cent and British Columbia, the lowest at 17.5 per cent on average over the period, Table 
3-5. Alberta’s provincial assistance to municipalities was much higher than the other provinces 
in 1979 at 57.9 per cent, but this was due to the Municipal Debt Reduction Program. 


A brief breakdown and analysis of the three types of transfers to local government fol- 
lows: 


Payments in Lieu of Taxes 


Provincial governments made payments in lieu of taxes to municipalities on certain provin- 
cial properties which were otherwise exempt from municipal taxation. 


Municipalities in Ontario and Quebec received payments for properties including universi- 
ties, vocational schools, hospitals and provincial parks. In Manitoba, provincial parks men- 
tioned above were excluded from payment while in Alberta and British Columbia both parks 
and educational facilities were not included. New Brunswick municipalities levied taxes on all 
provincial property, however the Province was responsible for collecting this revenue and 


transferring the amount to the municipality. 
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Provincial Assistance Per Household Table 3-6 


Unconditional Conditional 
Payments-in-Lieu Grants Grants 


1977 1979 1979/77 1977 979 979/77 1977 OTS OTS iia 


Province $ $  % Change $ $  % Change $ $  % Change 
Ontario DD 24 9.0 137 oy 10.9 237 267 eI] 
New Brunswick nil nil nil 97 243 24.3 28 36 3.5) 
Quebec 14 9 (36.0) 205 206 0.5 42 43 2.4 
Manitoba 67 78 16.4 58 139 139.6 56 28 (50.0) 
Alberta 33 37) 2a BS) TOs 141.3 WA Ra? ISS) 
British Columbia IS WB} 53.3 145 191 S17, 13 20 53.8 


* Municipal Debt Reduction Program 


ER 2 SS BU EE SPE EE TS RT a ES 
5 ST SO SS 


Composition of Provincial Assistance Table 3-7 
Pree Sa Sap ec NER SG SS Ter NE a ow a pe 
Unconditional Conditional 
Payments-in-Lieu Grants Grants 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 
Province % % % % % % 
Ontario 6 6 34 34 60 60 
New Brunswick nil nil 88 87 i? 1S 
Quebec 5 3 719 80 16 17 
Manitoba 37 32 By i, Bil 11 
Alberta 7 2 67 38* 26 60* 
British Columbia 9 10 84 82 i 8 


* Municipal Debt Reduction Program 
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In all of the provinces, with the exception of British Columbia and Quebec, grants-in-lieu 
were paid on the basis of what property taxes would have been if the properties were privately 
owned. In British Columbia payments were made on the basis of the local general municipal 
mill rate. Quebec’s payments for school purposes were equivalent to 10 per cent of the net reve- 
nues of gas transport or distribution and telecommunication systems, while the maximum rate 
that could be levied on provincial public sector property was 50¢ per $100 of assessment. 


The range for the five provinces that received payments in lieu of taxes in 1979 was be- 
tween $9 per household in Quebec and $78 in Manitoba, Table 3-6. The variance among the 
five provinces and between the different years was primarily due to the number of provincial 
properties, provincial enterprises, their property tax rates and tax exemptions. 


Unconditional Grants 


Each of the provinces had some level of non-specific transfers to individual municipalities. 
Several of the provinces had quite complicated calculation procedures for these transfers, while 
others had relatively simple ones. 


Manitoba, Quebec and Ontario had unconditional per capita grants. Manitoba distributed 2 
per cent of personal income tax and | per cent of corporate income tax to municipalities on a 
straight per capita basis. In 1979, this accounted for approximately $19 per person plus $1.00 
or $2.00 extra for municipalities who had not received assistance for their own police forces. 
Ontario’s and Quebec’s per capita grants increased progressively as a municipality’s population 
rose. The minimum payment in Ontario in 1979 was $7 per capita for population up to 4,000 
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and the maximum was $9 per capita for population in excess of 200,000. Quebec’s payments in 
1977 began at $6.40 for a population greater than 10,000 and levelled off at $23.50 for a popu- 
lation of 150,000 or more. Ontario, like Manitoba, had assistance grants of $10 and $15 per ca- 
pita for municipalities and regions respectively, which provided their own police forces. 


Another type of unconditional grant administered by New Brunswick and Ontario was the 
equalization grant. Generally, an equalization grant is a certain level of payment provided to 
municipalities which are deemed deficient, either in fiscal means or total property assessment in 
relation to the average for the province. 


More specifically, under New Brunswick’s equalization program a grants base was found 
first, by adjusting the actual tax base of a municipality by comparing its per capita assessment 
and assessment per road mile to that of all the municipalities. The percentage of grant support 
for the municipality was then calculated by dividing the now adjusted tax base by the total of 
the actual tax base. 


The Province of Ontario, in 1979 provided a resource equalization grant to municipalities 
which had an equalized assessment below the Provincial standard of $10,800 per capita. The 
constraints on the total amount of this grant to a municipality was either the lesser of 25 per cent 
of the net general dollar levy which was comprised of water and sewer billings, payments-in- 
lieu and last year’s grants or 60 per cent of the relative assessment deficiency per capita of the 
municipality multiplied by the net general dollar levy. 


Quebec provided other unconditional grants through various means in 1977. For instance, 
municipalities with a population greater than 150,000 received 50 per cent of the tax collected 
within their territories. Also, municipalities were entitled to receive 25 per cent of the retail 
sales tax collected by the Province and all racetrack entrance fees. However, in 1979 most of 
the unconditional grants in place in Quebec, such as the per capita and others mentioned above, 
were abolished. An equalization grant replaced these former grants and was calculated by deter- 
mining the gap between a municipality’s fiscal capacity and two-thirds of the municipality’s 
average fiscal potential on revenue from taxes from local sources. 


Alberta and British Columbia have considerably different unconditional grants programs. 
Alberta distributed approximately $60.1 million in municipal assistance grants in 1977. These 
grants were automatic and municipalities did not need to apply for them. The grants were cal- 
culated on a population basis and also on the financial need and ability of the municipality. 
Only Ontario had a similar grant program, the general support grant, which was paid to all mu- 
nicipalities and amounted to 6 per cent of the previous year’s net general dollar levy. Other as- 
sistance measures by Alberta were in the form of exemptions to municipalities, where under the 
Alberta Property Tax Reduction Act, 1973 municipalities did not have to levy for operating 
costs of health units and hospitals. Further, they were only liable for 10 per cent of local social 
welfare program costs rather than the previous 20 per cent. In 1978, British Columbia trans- 
ferred 1 per cent of individual income taxes, | per cent of corporate income taxes and 6 per cent 
of the sum of gas, oil and sales taxes, land and forest revenues, mineral revenues and net pro- 
ceeds from gas sales, to municipalities. The grants were both unconditional and conditional and 
replaced the previous per capita grants which in 1977 amounted to $34 per capita times 20 per 
cent of a municipality’s population increase. 


There were some provinces which had special unconditional grants for geographical, finan- 
cial and debt reasons. For example, Ontario had a Northern Ontario Special Support Grant 
where all municipalities in the North received a standard 18 per cent of their previous year’s net 
levies. Manitoba provided an unconditional block funding grant to Winnipeg for financial assis- 
tance. Quebec supplied special grants to three urban areas. Finally, Alberta allocated $500 per 
capita to each municipality for retirement of debt, i.e. Municipal Debt Reduction Program, in 
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With the exception of Ontario and Manitoba, most of the provinces over the 1977 to 1979 
period provided the majority of their assistance through unconditional grants. For example, 
NewBrunswick, Quebec and British Columbia supplied 87 per cent, 80 per cent and 82 per cent 
respectively of their total provincial assistance in unconditional grants in 1979 compared to 
34.0 per cent for Ontario and 57 per cent for Manitoba. As exemplified on Table 3-6 and Table 
3-7, the Alberta Municipal Debt Reduction Program affected the 1979 results. In per household 
terms, unconditional grants varied from $139 per household in Manitoba to $760 per household 
in Alberta in 1979. 


Conditional Grants 


Specific purpose grants were transferred to municipalities across Canada primarily for aid- 
ing in the provision of such services as protection, transportation, environmental health, health 
and welfare, recreation and culture and several others. 


In addition to these grants, some provinces supplied specific grants for certain programs 
they wished to implement. For example, New Brunswick began to expand bilingualism from 
the provincial level to the municipal level, and they have been offering up to $75,000 a year to 
municipalities to begin implementation. Manitoba had a weed control program where they as- 
sisted municipalities by providing grants for the costs of the employees and chemicals. Alberta 
had the same weed control program as Manitoba and also provided per capita grants for munici- 
pal and regional libraries for funding, meeting emergencies and special needs. 


Ontario provided the greatest level of provincial support through conditional grants, 60 per 
cent over the three-year period. Manitoba, on the other hand, decreased its support through this 
measure from the second highest at 31 per cent to the second lowest at 11 per cent, a decrease of 
50 per cent. British Columbia provided the least support through conditional grants at around 8 
per cent for the 1977 to 1979 period. Alberta results, once again, were inflated due to the Debt 
Reduction Program in 1979 but net of the program the Province provided most of its support 
through unconditional grants. In terms of dollar assistance per household, conditional grants 
varied between $20 per household in British Columbia to $267 in Ontario in 1979. 


Other Revenue 


The other revenue category includes grants and payments in lieu of taxes other than those 
received from provincial governments. These revenues are received mainly from the Govern- 
ment of Canada and municipal enterprises. The main sources of revenue in this class, however, 
are fees and service charges and other miscellaneous revenues such as licenses, permits, rents, 
fines, penalties and interest, contributions from other funds, investment income, etc. 


Under the federal Municipal Grants Act, the Government of Canada provides annual pay- 
ments in lieu of property taxes for general and school purposes, transitional payments where 
taxable property is purchased by the federal government and withdrawn from the tax roll, and 
payments in lieu of special assessments for local improvements. Generally, these payments are 
equivalent to what a business occupying similar premises would pay, with some variations from 
province to province. Properties excluded from federal payments-in-lieu are conservation 
areas, rehabilitation areas, reforestation areas, parks, historic sites, monuments, museums, 
public libraries, art galleries, Indian lands and defence properties. Crown dwellings are not ex- 
cluded from payments in lieu of taxes. Manitoba received the highest level of payments at $35 
per household while Quebec and British Columbia were provided with $9 per household in 
1979, Table 3-8. New Brunswick did not record any payment whatsoever. 


Specific purpose grants are also provided by the Government of Canada to certain munici- 
palities for services such as general government, protection, transportation, environmental 
health, environmental development and recreation and culture. As demonstrated in Table 3-8, 
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the level of federal transfers for specific purposes was split in half across Canada. Quebec and 
Manitoba received the greatest amounts, $91 and $191 per household respectively in 1979. The 
rest of the provinces were provided with almost comparable grants varying from $5 to $8 per 
household over the same year. New Brunswick once again did not record any payment. 
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Other Revenue Per Household Table 3-8 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 ESAs) SAS aH a) 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $  % Change $ $ % Change 
User Fees and Service Charges 
Own Municipal 210 253 205) 71 61 (14.9) 
Other 15 14 (6.6) nil nil nil 
Payments from Government of Canada 
Payments-in-lieu 19 2il 10.5 nil nil nil 
Grants 5) 5 nil n/a n/a — 
Miscellaneous Sources® 54 ma 42.6 29 19 (35.0) 
TOTAL 304 370 Did 100 800 (20.0) 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 MS) IGT 
$ $  % Change $ $ % Change 
User Fees and Service Charges 
Own Municipal 18 ill (39.0) 31 35 1259 
Other 36 a7) 2.8 nil nil nil 
Payments from Government of Canada 
Payments-in-lieu n/a 9 — 27 31 14.8 
Grants 12 7 (42.0) 32 33 all 
Miscellaneous Sources eee eal (2.2) 121 IS S72) 
TOTAL 159 155 (2.6) 211 290 37.4 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $  % Change $ $ % Change 
User Fees and Service Charges 
Own Municipal 88 105 19.3 n/a n/a — 
Other 16 18 12e5) n/a n/a — 
Payments from Government of Canada ; 
Payments-in-lieu 13 15 15.4 9 9 nil 
Grants 5 8 60.0 6 5 (16.7) 
Miscellaneous Sources 368 502 36.4 247 360 45.7 
TOTAL 490 648 B22 262 374 42.7 


5. See Footnotes—Appendix D 
a 


A large share of specific ‘‘Other Revenue’’ for local governments was from user fees and 
service charges. User fees and service charges are direct payments by individuals to municipal- 
ities for the use of a municipal service. Municipalities across Canada impose these charges on 
items, or services such as: parks and recreation, library functions, public transit, fire, police, 
day care, parking lot and meter charges and utilities. Municipalities in each of the provinces re- 
ceived most of their revenue from water and sewer charges, i.e. utilities. 
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User fees and service charges as a per cent of total municipal revenue fund revenues were 
highest in Ontario at around 18 per cent and lowest in Manitoba at 3.5 per cent on average over 
the 1977 to 1979 period. British Columbia did not report any fees or charges. User fees and 
charges provided the greatest revenue from ‘‘Other Revenue’’ in Ontario and New Brunswick. 
In dollars per household, Ontario had the highest at $225 while Manitoba reported the lowest at 
$35 in 1979. 


Total miscellaneous sources such as those mentioned above also accounted for a large share 
of ‘‘Other Revenue’’ across Canada. The highest level of miscellaneous sources was in Alberta 
at $502 per household while the lowest was New Brunswick at $19 per household in 1979. 
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Chapter 4 
Provision of Services 


Overview 


Responsibility for the provision of services is allocated among the two levels of govern- 
ment and their enterprises. Services are provided by the local level, the provincial level, as a 
joint operation, or by institutions subsidized by either level. In some provinces, services at the 
local level are further allocated between an upper and lower tier government. The following 
analysis concentrates on the division of responsibilities among local, provincial and provin- 
cial/municipal shared jurisdictions. 


Any comparison of local government financial systems is influenced by a number of factors 
which hinder direct comparability of one system to another and can account for substantial dif- 
ferences, particularly in spending levels. Perhaps the major factor is the allocation of responsi- 
bilities mentioned above. The number and variety of municipalities with varying ranges of re- 
sponsibilities complicates not only comparisons among provinces but also within a province. In 
any province, the sharing of responsibilities between local and provincial levels can be com- 
plex. This does not necessarily imply the overlap of services, but rather, due to historical cir- 
cumstances or through rational operating arrangements, parts of a service are provided by one 
level and the rest by another. The roads system, in Ontario for instance, is comprised of provin- 
cial highways, county roads systems, urban and local roads and roads in unorganized terri- 
tories. Provincial highways are the responsibility of the Province. County, urban and local 
roads are the responsibility of organized municipalities and finally, roads in unorganized terri- 
tories are provided by local road and statute labour boards. Spending on roads by both levels of 
government in Ontario is significant and yet, different distributions of responsibility for roads 
in other provinces could easily distort comparability of financial information. 


Another example is New Brunswick’s education system. This is entirely a provincial re- 
sponsibility and thus, figures reflect sizeable expenditures at the provincial level relative to 
local spending levels and to spending on education by other provincial governments. 


A second factor which tends to complicate intergovernmental comparisons is the level of 
service provided. Generally, the more programs provided or the beter the quality of service, 
the higher the cost. Yet, reported expenditure figures may not give an accurate indication of 
either the quality or adequacy of the service being compared. A problem exists when comparing 
local governments intra- as well as inter-provincially, as service standards vary from munici- 
pality to municipality. 

Another element affecting cost comparisons arises from the variations in the accounting 
systems used by the different provinces. In dollar terms and percentage terms, however, the dif- 
ferences caused by different techniques for reconciliation of accounts are relatively small. 


A final factor arises out of changes or reforms brought about by provincial legislation or ad- 
ministrative regulation. Municipal finance operates within a dynamic environment, the effect of 
which may frequently alter the compilation of data over time. 

This section deals with the identification and definition of services providing a basis for 
comparison of jurisdictional responsibility and levels of expenditures. The services are set out 
by function and provide a measure of the real extent of provincial and municipal operations in 
the provinces surveyed. Data has been analysed on a “‘per household”’ basis as it is a more 


I 


practical and accurate measure for determining the real level of services for a municipality and 
in turn comparing expenditure levels both at the local and provincial level. 


General Government 


Expenditures on general government services included the costs of salaries and benefits for 
executive and legislative branches and administrative costs, tax billing and collection costs, 
audit, personnel and financial services, maintenance of government buildings and other miscel- 
laneous expenses incurred in the normal operations of government. 


Generally, in this category, expenditures have been made for own purposes only; that is, 
provincial level for provincial services and local level expenditures for local services. In On- 
tario, New Brunswick and Manitoba, excluding the City of Winnipeg, the real property assess- 
ment function, which has traditionally been carried out at the local level, was a provincial re- 
sponsibility so that assessment practices would be standardized within each respective 
province. Assessment was a local function in Quebec. 
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Expenditures on General Government per Household Table 4-1 

Local Provincial Local Provincial 

OA 1979 NO 1979 1979/77 1979/77 

Province $ $ $ $ % Change  % Change 
Ontario 120 143 632 922 192 45.9 
New Brunswick 42 50 866 1,047 19.0 20.9 
Quebec 140 ISIS) 605 1,204 10.7 99.0 
Manitoba 93 108 298 73 16.4 226.5 
Alberta 141 145 C2 909 3.4 26.1 
British Columbia 76 89 486 687 17.1 41.4 
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Local government spending on this function in 1979 ranged from $50 per household in 
New Brunswick to $155 per household in Quebec. While provinces with high levels of spend- 
ing at the local level usually reported corresponding high levels at the provincial level, one ex- 
ception was the Province of New Brunswick which at $1,047 per household, was the third 
major spender on this function at the provincial level. In general, spending increases by munici- 
palities were low over the three year period with Alberta reporting only a 3.4 per cent increase. 
However, provincial spending increases were substantial. For instance, Quebec’s grew by 99.0 
per cent and Manitoba reported a 226.5 per cent increase from $298 per household in 1977 to 
$973 in 1979. This particular increase was most likely due to variations in data compilation 
rather than real spending increases. 


Protection 


This function covered a broad range of services to individuals and property including po- 
lice, fire, courts and correctional services, regulation, emergency measures, flood control and 


damage services. The two major spending categories were police protection and fire protec- 
tion. 


In the provinces discussed, policing was a joint local-provincial responsibility. Generally, 
municipalities supported their own local police forces, whereas in unincorporated areas and in 
smaller rural municipalities, police services were provided by the provincial government. In 
New Brunswick, British Columbia and Manitoba, only the larger municipalities provided their 
own policing, while smaller municipalities and unorganized areas were policed by the RCMP 
under contract with the federal government. 
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Fire protection was primarily a local responsibility. Some minimal funding was offered by 
the provincial governments, but services were administered almost entirely by municipalities 
which either provided their own services or shared services with other municipalities. For in- 


stance, in Quebec, not only fire, but often police services were pooled among smaller munici- 
palities. 


Correctional services were largely a provincial responsibility, although some spending on 
these services was made locally in Quebec, Manitoba, Alberta and British Columbia. 


Local spending on protection on a per household basis exceeded provincial spending for all 
provinces except Quebec and British Columbia. Police services continued to be the dominant 
service provided by municipalities and spending per household by municipalities was highest in 
Alberta. Police expenditure in Quebec was fairly low at the local level, $73 per household, and 
in fact, since 1977, provincial spending has been greater than local. 


Spending on fire services was mainly reported by local government. One notable exception 
was provincial spending of $42 per household in British Columbia. There was little consistency 


Expenditures on Protection per Household Table 4-2 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Police 
Local 122 139 14.0 68 89 30.9 
Provincial 39 42 UES a3 By) 57.0 
Fire 
Local A2: 81 IPRS) 74 94 27.0 
Provincial | l 0.0 ngl. ngl. nil 
Other 
Local 29 34 122 9 14 55:5 
Provincial 44 94 113.6 81 89 9.9 
TOTAL 
Local 223 254 14.0 151 197 30.4 
Provincial 84 (S37) 63.1 114 141 3) 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Police 
Local 46 Wes 58.7 87 106 21.8 
Provincial 62 77 WD 30 38 20a 
Fire 
Local 45 46 QD 68 82 20.6 
Provincial D 3 50.0 nil nil nil 
Other 
Local 6 6 0.0 56 Wl 26.8 
Provincial WAL 87 P3320) 49 51 Ava 
TOTAL 
Local 97 BS; 28.9 211 259 DG] 
Provicial 141 167 18.4 79 87 Wo 
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Expenditures on Protection per Household Table 4-2 (Continued) 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Police 
Local 119 147 PPS) 98 121 23° 
Provincial 33 oh 45.3 35 46 31.4 
Fire 
Local 87 103 18.5 76 93 22.4 
Provincial nil nil nil 19 42 ZA 
Other 
Local UD Sil 40.9 18 21 16.7 
Provincial 122) ha? 40.9 142 223 57.0 
TOTAL 
Local 228 281 Done 192 235 22.4 
Provincial ings) 249 42.3 196 311 Sie // 
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Transportation 


Transportation services included roads, public transit, street-lighting, municipal parking fa- 
cilities, airports and landing strips and docks and harbours. The two most significant services at 
the local level were roads, including winter control spending, and public transit. 


Roads and associated maintenance services were shared responsibilities depending upon 
the status of the particular road. That is, in general, municipalities built and maintained intra- 
municipal roads while provincial governments built and maintained infermunicipal thorough- 
fares and roads in unorganized areas. 


Public transit was provided in larger municipalities and operated generally under the au- 
thority of a local transit commission responsible to the local council. In some areas, the transit 
service was contracted from a private company. The provincial role was usually limited to pro- 
viding grants towards the costs of transit operations. New Brunswick was an exception since 
transit in that province was entirely a local function. 


Total spending on transportation services was highest in Alberta with municipalities report- 
ing $536 per household and the Province reporting $161 per household. Growth rates for both 
levels exceeded those experienced by the other provinces. Spending on roads alone was $458 
per household for local and provincial expenditures combined. 


In Alberta, cities were responsible for the construction and maintenance of provincial high- 
ways within their jurisdiction but received two-thirds of the approved costs back from the Prov- 
ince. The steady growth in spending on all subcategories in Alberta was the result of the in- 
crease in population experienced in the past ten years. 


In Manitoba, there has been a 96.6 per cent increase in provincial spending on roads since 
1977. Unfortunately, local level expenditures were not available by sub-function for both New 
Brunswick and British Columbia. However, for both provinces, provincial expenditure levels 
exceeded local spending. For British Columbia in particular, the provincial government paid a 
large portion of construction and maintenance costs of major and secondary highways and arte- 
rial roads. Ontario and Manitoba provincial transfers accounted for approximately 50 per cent 
of total local transportation costs to assist in the provision of local services. 
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Expenditures on Transportation Services per Household Table 4-3 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Roads SS Se a ae SS eo 
Local 199 208 4.5 n/a n/a — 
Provincial 178 192 wie:) 176 174 (leil) 
Transit 
Local 114 125 9.6 n/a n/a = 
Provincial oy) 39 WD nil nil nil 
Other 
Local 19 Pee: Bh n/a n/a — 
Provincial 12 9 (25.0) 57 70 22.8 
Total 
Local 982 358 7.8 123* 142* 15.4 
Provincial PD 240 2 233 244 4.7 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Roads 
Local 105 104 1.0 98 120 22.4 
Provincial 116 142 22.4 146 287 96.6 
Transit 
Local 26 24 Gap 31 29 (6.5) 
Provincial 4] 67 63.4 nil nil nil 
Other 
Local 21 18 (14.3) 56 WN 26.8 
Provincial 23 33 43.5 117 39 (70.1) 
Total 
Local 150 146 O21) 185 220 18.9 
Provincial 180 242 34.4 263 323 22.8 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Roads 
Local 214 358 67.3 n/a n/a _ 
Provincial 74 100 B5e 1 279 283 1.4 
Transit 
Local 108 138 27.8 n/a n/a — 
Provincial n/a Dil — 12 29 141.7 
Other 
Local 30 40 3335.3) n/a n/a = 
Provincial 37 40 8.1 198 114 (73.7) 
Total 
Local S52 536 5213 109* 129* 18.3 
Provincial 12 161 AB 487 426 (14.3) 


* subcategories consolidated 
Heenan 


Environment 


Included in this category were expenditures on sewer and water services, garbage collec- 
tion and disposal, environmental research and pollution control. 


Apart from environmental research and pollution control, environmental services were 
mainly a local responsibility with provincial governments involved in providing technical ex- 
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Expenditures on Environment Services per Household 


Sewer 
Local 
Provincial 


Water 
Local 
Provincial 


Solid Waste 
Local 
Provincial 


Other 
Local 
Provincial 


Total 
Local 
Provincial 


Sewer 
Local 
Provincial 


Water 
Local 
Provincial 


Solid Waste 
Local 
Provincial 


Other 
Local 
Provincial 


Total 
Local 
Provincial 


Sewer 
Local 
Provincial 


Water 
Local 
Provincial 
Solid Waste 
Local 
Provincial 
Other 
Local 
Provincial 
Total 
Local 
Provincial 


Table 4-4 


Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
79 93 Na 49 62 26.5 
nil nil nil nil nil nil 
69 79 14.5 111 91 (18.0) 
ngl. D 200.0 5 S 0.0 
36 45 25.0 14 18 28.6 
n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
nil nil nil nil nil nil 
78 83 6.4 24 33 375 
184 217 18.0 174 171 (Ch?) 
79 84 6:3 24 38 58.3 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
ql 8 14.2 25 30 20.0 
14 nil = nil nil nil 
33 45 36.4 50 62 24.0 
10 18 80.0 238} 32 (3.0) 
27 30 tite 28 Bil 10.7 
n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
9 4 (66.6) 1 1 0.0 
2 3 50.0 11 19 Yet 
76 87 14.5 104 124 19.2 
26 21 (19.2) 46 51 10.9 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
34 35 B30 32 39 21.9 
nil nil nil 17 29 70.6 
60 85 42.0 55 66 20.0 
39 26 (6323) 3 3 0.0 
43 47 Ail S27 3h) 9.4 
n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
ngl. 6 — 2 3 50.0 
48 32 (6373) 35 Sy 48.6 
137 173 26.3 121 143 18.2 
89 59 (33-7) 56 84 50.0 


pertise or in joint programs with local governments in the areas of water purification and sup- 
ply. 


There were different methods of financing and delivery of sewer and water services. For 
instance, in New Brunswick, sewer and water services were provided by municipal public utili- 
ties commissions and were financed primarily by user fees. In some areas, these systems were 
privately-operated, such as Alberta’s Northeast Water Commission, despite provision for a mu- 
nicipality’s partial ownership in the company. 


Garbage collection was a wholly local responsibility in all provinces surveyed. In some 
provinces, such as Ontario and Quebec, solid waste disposal was the responsibility of the upper 
tier government where one existed. 


Provincial spending per household on total environmental services varied significantly 
among the provinces surveyed. While both British Columbia and Ontario reported spending of 
$84 per household in 1979, British Columbia’s level represented a 50.0 per cent increase since 
1977 compared to 6.3 per cent for Ontario. Only Quebec and Alberta showed decreases in pro- 
vincial spending levels since 1977. By 1979, Quebec had entirely phased out spending at the 
provincial level on sewers, while Alberta showed a 33.3 per cent decrease in provincial spend- 
ing on water. The general trend appeared to be the transfer of responsibilities from the provin- 
cial level to the local level. British Columbia was the only province to show increased spending 
on sewer at the provincial level. As mentioned, expenditures on solid waste collection and dis- 
posal were entirely local. 


Health and Social Services 


The combined category of health and social services included a wide variety of programs 
and services, the majority of which were provincially funded yet administered by local govern- 
ments, their agencies and local boards. 


In the area of health services, provincial governments assumed responsibility for their own 
health insurance programs, while municipalities were involved in the provision of hospitals and 
preventative care services. Exceptions to this were British Columbia, where all health services 
were joint responsibilities, and New Brunswick and Quebec where hospital services were en- 
tirely provincial. 


Social assistance, the major component of all social services spending, was a shared func- 
tion in all provinces except New Brunswick and Quebec where the senior level of government 
had total responsibility for the deliveries of services. Social security payments including pen- 
sions, old age security and income-related tax offsets were provided at the provincial level. 
Local governments administered general assistance benefits through local welfare boards or on 
their own and also shared responsibility for other client group services such as children’s aid, 
homes for the aged and day nurseries. Quebec was the only province that controlled family al- 
lowance and pension plan programs. 


Spending per household by provincial government on health and social services was higher 
than on any other function and health spending alone accounted for between 50 and 60 per cent 
of total health and social service expenditures. Spending ranged from $1,732 per household in 
Ontario to $2,440 per household in Quebec. Ontario was the only province to incur sizeable 
spending at the local level of $212 per household in 1979. 
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Expenditures on Health and Social Services per Household 


Health 
Local 
Provincial 


Social/Family General Assistance 
Local 
Provincial 


Other Social/Family 
Local 
Provincial 


Total Health and Social/Family 
Local 
Provincial 


Health 
Local 
Provincial 


Social/Family General Assistance 
Local 
Provincial 


Other Social/Family 
Local 
Provincial 


Total Health and Social/Family 
Local 
Provincial 


Health 
Local 
Provincial 


Social/Family General Assistance 
Local 
Provincial 


Other Social/Family 
Local 
Provincial 


Total Health and Social/Family 
Local 
Provincial 


* N.A.—not applicable 
** subcategories consolidated 


Table 4-5 


Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
39 47 20.5 N.A.* 
1,189 1,319 10.9 1,095 1,413 29.0 
175 212 Deal N.A. 
241 Dow 4.6 nil nil — 
nil nil nil N.A. 
159 161 eS 633 643 1.6 
214 259 BND N.A. 
1,589 le 32 9.0 IPRs 2,056 19.0 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
n/a n/a — 9 1] BADE 
I ilgiss 1,705 45.1 799 1,461 82.9 
n/a n/a — 29 20 (32.0) 
404 491 Biles 211 402 90.5 
n/a n/a -- nil nil nil 
150 244 62.7 146 11 (92.5) 
Or i aa(2323)) 38 31 18.5 
1,729 2,440 41.1 1,156 1,874 62.1 
Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
23 Pal 17.4 15 23 SBS) 
1,098 1,461 33351 1,179 1,604 36.0 
26 40 53.8 41 32 (21.9) 
nil 334 — 430 435 il, 
ngl ngl. nil nil nil nil 
695 Is (83.7) 83 113 36.1 
49 67 36.7 56 55 (1.8) 
1,783 1,908 6.4 1,692 2 SZ ie 
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Culture and Recreation 


Expenditures on this category were applied to recreation facilities such as community 
centres, arenas, parks, swimming pools and cultural services including museums, art galleries, 
libraries and heritage sites and programs. 


Generally, culture and recreation services were delivered at the local level, however, in all 
provinces, expenditures to support programs were made by both levels of government. In New 
Brunswick, recreation and community services were provided through either municipalities or, 
in some cases, private groups. Libraries in New Brunswick were almost entirely supported by 
provincial funds, while in other provinces, specifically Ontario and Alberta, library services 
were delivered through a system of library boards funded jointly by provincial and local gov- 
ernments. 


Spending by both levels of government varied widely reflecting the diverse range of pro- 
grams and cost sharing responsibilities found in each province. At the provincial level, spend- 
ing by Manitoba of $151 per household, was not only the highest reported, but was also 132.3 
per cent more than 1977 levels. Local spending in Manitoba also grew to produce a total 
local/provincial expenditure per household of $270. This level was exceeded only by Alberta at 
a combined level of $289 per household. 
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Expenditures on Culture and Recreation per Household Table 4-6 
Local Provincial Local Provincial 
LOFT 1979 1977 LoV9 1979/77 1979/77 
Province $ $ $ $ % Change % Change 
Ontario 146 160 62 4] 9.6 (33.9) 
New Brunswick 48 52 38 66 isms) Ud) 
Quebec 80 75 82 84 (6.3) 2.4 
Manitoba 103 119 65 151 ISI) {3)745) 
Alberta 132 179 112 90 SI) (19.6) 
British Columbia n/a n/a 42 51] ~ 21.4 


Planning and Development 

Services included in planning and development were land use planning, zoning, commer- 
cial and industrial development, residential development, agriculture and reforestation projects, 
tile drainage and shoreline property assistance and homeownership assistance. 


Planning and zoning functions were provided totally by municipalities in both British Co- 
lumbia and Alberta, while in Manitoba they were provincial functions. 


Public housing services were administered generally by local boards on the operating side 
and financed on the capital side by provincial governments. As well, in most cases, municipal- 
ities were responsible for their own zoning by-laws. The provincial role in this area was to pro- 
vide guidelines and technical and financial assistance. 


Expenditures on Planning and Development per Household Table 4-7 
Local Provincial Local Provincial 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1979/77 1979/77 
Province $ $ $ $ % Change % Change 
Ontario 35 40 Ps) 94 14.3 (24.8) 
New Brunswick 13 15 124 197 15.4 58.9 
Quebec 15 18 5} 69 20.0 30.2 
Manitoba 16 i 54 86 6.3 (74.1) 
Alberta al 38 245 214 22.6 (12.7) 
British Columbia 14 21 TS, 95 50.0 20.3 


on 
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Provincial spending levels on planning and development were significantly higher for all 
provinces compared to local levels reported. This was to be expected due to the nature and 
range of programs incorporated in this category. Alberta spent $214 per household in 1979 at 
the provincial level and this was just slightly higher than provincial spending by New Bruns- 
wick. 


Other 


Expenditures in areas unrelated to the functions discussed above were almost entirely pro- 
vincial programs and services in the areas of energy, labour, consumer and commercial pro- 
grams, agriculture, forestry, tourism and immigration. 


The major components of expenditure in each of the provinces surveyed were as follows: 
British Columbia—Forestry and Agriculture; Alberta—Energy; Manitoba—Agriculture; Que- 
bec—Agriculture, Forestry, Trade and Commerce; New Brunswick—Forestry and Tourism; 
and Ontario—Agriculture and Forestry. 
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Other Expenditures per Household Table 4-8 
Local Provincial Local Provincial 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1979/77 1979/77 
Province $ $ $ $ % Change % Change 
Ontario 239 118 —— (50.6) 
New Brunswick 210 wSy3} — 20.5 
Quebec Not 230 240 — 4.3 
Manitoba Applicable 146 121 = (17.1) 
Alberta 477 495 — 3.8 
British Columbia 219 291 — 32.9 
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On a per household basis, spending by Alberta was highest at $495 in 1979. This was in 
line with 1977 levels and consisted mainly of spending on energy programs. Manitoba and On- 
tario experienced decreases in ‘‘other’’ expenditures in 1979 compared to 1977 of 17.1 per cent 
and 50.6 per cent respectively. 


Education 


The provision of education services is detailed in the school boards section but some gen- 
eral comments are worth noting here. 


In all provinces except New Brunswick the provision of education services was shared be- 
tween the provincial government and local school boards. Shared services included the provi- 
sion of primary and secondary schooling whereas post-secondary and special purpose education 
and training programs were purely provincial responsibilities. In New Brunswick, the Province 
assumed total responsibility for all education services. 


At the primary and secondary school levels, the provincial governments were generally re- 
sponsible for education guidelines and grants whereas local school authorities dealt with admin- 
istration, curriculae within those guidelines and local financing. New Brunswick and Alberta 
were the exceptions. In New Brunswick, the Province was responsible for all aspects of policy 
and finance and the boards acted as the administrative arm of the Province. Alberta’s system 
was similar to the other provinces except that there was a shared financing responsibility 
wherein the Province controlled school purposes taxation and the boards, alternative or supple- 
mentary sources of finance. 


Expenditures on education services are consolidated in total expenditures on the provincial 
side in Appendix B. The local role is detailed in Chapter 6. 
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Fiscal Services 


Fiscal services consisted of items financed from current expenditures such as debt servicing 
charges, appropriations to reserves and reserve funds, contributions to capital expenditures and 
payments for services to authorities outside the municipality proper. Due to the nature of these 
items, they could not be allocated to any specific function or service. 


Debt service charges included the annual principal and interest payments due on outstand- 
ing debt. For the purpose of this analysis, fiscal expenditures at the provincial level reported 
debt charges only and New Brunswick reported the highest level at $549 per household in 1979. 
British Columbia had a low level of provincial debt charges in both 1977 and 1979. 


Debt charges on municipal debt were the largest single component of fiscal expenditures at 
that level of government. The charges were substantial for Alberta at $1,265 per household. 
However, as explained previously, municipalities in Alberta were organized under the Munici- 
pal Debt Reduction Program. 


Other fiscal expenditures including transfers to the capital fund and to reserves vary from 
year to year depending on funds required for capital expenditure programs approved by local 
councils and authorized allocations to reserve funds. 
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Fiscal Expenditures per Household! Table 4-9 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
Debt Charges $ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Local 126 139 10.3 81 102 259) 
Provincial 406 440 8.4 410 549 33.9 
Transfers to Capital 
Local 64 72 WAS) 10 15 50.0 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a = 
Transfers to Reserves 
Local 44 48 9.1 2 4 100.0 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a = 
Other 
Local nil nil nil nil nil nil 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
Total 
Local 234 259 O27, 93 121 30.1 
Provincial 406 440 8.4 410 549 33.9 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Debt Charges 
Local 265 DET 4.5 132. 194 46.9 
Provincial 278 418 50.3 192 221 Sel 
Transfers to Capital 
Local n/a n/a a BS Bi (6.1) 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
Transfers to Reserves 
Local n/a n/a — 11 11 0.0 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a = 
Other ' 
Local ngl. ngl. nil nil nil nil 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
Total 
Local 265 Pia 4.5 176 236 34.1 
Provincial 278 418 S10 192 PLS [Sal 
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Fiscal Expenditures per Household! Table 4-9 (Continued) 


Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Debt Charges 
Local sp) 1,265* 401.0 121 154 eS 
Provincial 41 37 (9.8) Oa) DS (8.0) 
Transfers to Capital 
Local 99 316 219.2 95 115 Ze 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
Transfers to Reserves 
Local 40 443 1,007.0 81 137 69.1 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
Other 
Local 135 187 38.5 168 199 18.5 
Provincial n/a n/a — n/a n/a — 
Total 
Local 526 211 320.3 465 605 30.1 
Provincial 4] 37 (9.8) WY 25 (8.0) 


* Municipal Debt Reduction Program. - 
1. See Footnotes—Appendix D. 
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Total Provincial Expenditures 


Transfers to municipalities were netted off gross provincial expenditures (operating and 
capital) to determine expenditures allocated to the provision of services by the provincial 
level. 


While provincial revenue fund expenditures were available from each of the provinces on a 
functional basis, it was not possible to obtain the same breakdown for capital expenditures.” 
Provincial capital expenditures therefore appear only in aggregate. 


Similarly, local government capital fund spending was not obtainable for all provinces ac- 
cording to function. Details of capital expenditure by the local sector by province have been in- 
cluded in Appendix B, Table 3. 


On a per household basis, New Brunswick indicated the highest level of spending for all 


three years except 1979 where Quebec made the greatest expenditure at $5,345 per house- 
hold. 


Total Provincial Expenditures Table 4-10 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 


$M $M $M $M $M $M 


Gross Provincial Expenditures 


Revenue Fund 10,463 12,567 12,186 787 907 982 
Capital 447 394 493 113 279 168 
Subtotal 10,910 12,961 12,679 900 1,186 1,150 
Less: Transfers to Municipalities LE 210 1,326 1,420 47 54 59 
Net Provincial Expenditures 9,700 1e635 11,259 853 1132 1,091 
Expenditures/Household ($) 3,178 3,714 3,520 4,061 5,365 3922 
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Total Provincial Expenditures 


Gross Provincial Expenditures 
Revenue Fund 
Capital 
Subtotal 
Less: Transfers to Municipalities 
Net Provincial Expenditures 


Expenditures/Household ($) 


Gross Provincial Expenditures 
Revenue Fund 
Capital 


Subtotal 
Less: Transfers to Municipalities 
Net Provincial Expenditures 


Expenditures/Household ($) 


Table 4-10 (Continued) 


Quebec Manitoba 

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M 
7,298 9,067 12,072 849 1,160 1,458 
588 586 607 132 167 184 
7,886 9,653 12,679 981 1,327 1,642 
S75) 638 583 67 68 91 
eo ll 9,015 12,096 914 1,259 Lest 
3,329 4,057 5,345 2 Siu: B34 12 4,181 

Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M 
2,118 1,950 2,564 2,823 Sallilil 3,570 
n/a n/a n/a 226 201 225 
PIAL} 1,950 2,564 3,049 S232 3,795 
267 304 1,244 147 174 203 
1,851 1,646 1,320 2,902 3,138 3,592 
ey 2,872 DINO 3,374 3,595 4,148 


rr 
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Chapter 5 
Municipal Borrowing 


This chapter deals with the regulations and procedures governing municipal long term bor- 
rowing in each province and provides summary data on borrowing trends for the years 1977 
through 1979. As a rule, differences in borrowing lie in the extent of provincial control, the unit 
of government responsible for borrowing, the approvals process and the provisions defining the 
terms for borrowing set out by provincial legislation, i.e. the source, term, amount and types of 
debentures prescribed. 


In Ontario, authority for borrowing is allocated according to the tier of municipality. All 
municipal borrowing in restructured municipalities, regions, is undertaken by the upper tier on 
their own behalf and on behalf of the member municipalities. In all other cases, borrowing is 
assumed by both the upper tier and the lower tier municipality. Local boards and municipal en- 
terprises are required to issue debt through their lower tier municipality. School boards, how- 
ever, are authorized to borrow on their own behalf. 


Municipalities in Ontario borrow from any source—public, federal or the Province. In ad- 
dition, municipalities with a population greater than 75,000 are able to issue debentures payable 
in foreign currencies subject to provincial approval. Most municipalities went to the public 
market for the majority of their borrowing in 1979. However, a substantial proportion of mu- 
nicipal borrowing was from the Province and its agencies. For example, the municipalities with 
populations of less than 20,000 were able to borrow at preferred rates from the Ontario Munici- 
pal Improvement Corporation (OMIC), a provincially sponsored lending source, for all munici- 
pal projects. As well, the Province made loans available for specific purposes for such projects 
as joint provincial-municipal sewer and water systems; housing development and downtown re- 
vitalization and shoreline assistance. 


All debt must be approved by the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) which imposes certain 
debt restrictions. For example, long term borrowing, municipal and school, should not exceed a 
fixed percentage of equalized assessment, i.e. 10 per cent for restructured areas, or a percent- 
age of revenue fund expenditures, i.e. 20 per cent for rural municipalities, 25 per cent for 
urbans. The OMB, in some cases, may qualify its approval by limiting future capital expendi- 
tures or debt issues. Once the term of repayment has been established, no local government 
may extend it. The maximum term is usually twenty years, the minimum, ten. No refinancing 
is permitted. 


As in Ontario, all municipalities in New Brunswick, Quebec and Alberta are authorized to 
borrow on their own behalf. However, in 1979, most municipalities in New Brunswick allowed 
the Province to borrow for them. All municipal borrowing in British Columbia was undertaken 
by the provincial government under the stewardship of the British Columbia Municipal Finance 
Authority which went to the public market on behalf of all municipalities. 


All provinces had a provincial board or commission to which borrowing requirements were 
submitted for approval. In New Brunswick, all borrowing by municipalities except the City of 
Saint John was to be approved by the Capital Borrowing Board and could not exceed 2 per cent 
of equalized assessment in any one year unless otherwise approved by municipal referendum 
and then, only up to 6 per cent overall. Borrowing for urban renewal projects, housing, sewer 
and water facilities or electric power was not included in this debt limit. 


All municipalities in Quebec must be granted approval by the Quebec Municipal Commis- 
sion for any long term borrowing. Unlike Ontario, Quebec municipalities were permitted to re- 
finance a debt. Historically, debt levels have been high for municipalities in Quebec primarily 
because municipalities have traditionally assumed the role of developer by financing the costs 
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of servicing land in new subdivision developments. The provincial average level has been high 
in recent years because of the debt incurred for the 1976 Olympic Games facility in Montreal. 


In Manitoba, debt approval must come from The Municipal Board. The process by which 
the Board approved applications in 1979 was neither statutory nor fixed but there were guide- 
lines which included a project evaluation based on a financial information summary provided 
by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and the municipality in question, an arbitrary limit on total 
long term debt of 30 per cent of equalized assessment and, a provision for a public hearing for 
airing objections to capital projects. 


All municipal debentures in Alberta were issued by the Alberta Municipal Finance Cor- 
poration (AMFC) at a preferred interest rate. This rate prior to March, 1980 was 8 per cent. Be- 
fore any debentures were issued by the AMFC, all borrowing was approved by the Local 
Authorities Board (LAB). The board reviewed three general areas: 1) the overall priority of the 
debenture with some projects receiving preference to others; 2) the level of debt sustained and 
the repayment process (the board’s current recommended total debt limit is $2,000 per capita— 
once the municipality is above this limit, the board is more reluctant to approve the debenture), 
and lastly; 3) economic factors such as future resource expansion and residential growth poten- 
tial. The latter factors play an important role in the board’s decision when the total debt limit is 
exceeded. 


Once approval has been given by the LAB, the municipality submits an application to the 
AMEC. Under the Municipal Interest Stabilization Program in 1979, interest rates in excess of 
8 per cent on all AMFC debentures for water and general purposes were covered by the Prov- 
ince except those for gas, electricity and telephone utilities. 


In 1979, Alberta introduced the Municipal Debt Reduction Program. The purpose of this 
program was to reduce the debenture debt repayment obligations of Alberta municipalities and 
provide unconditional funds to municipalities with minimal debt to assist with their future 
financing needs. Each eligible municipality received $500 per permanent resident. The pro- 
gram was further extended to include all debenture debt covered by Alberta Environment which 
meant that municipalities were able to retire most of their general and water debenture debt. 
Total municipal benefits from this program amounted to just over $1 billion with $648 million 
in cancelled debentures and $382 million in unconditional grants. 


In British Columbia, approval is required from the Province before any municipal debt can 
be assumed. The conditions set by the Province are that no debt contract can be allowed if the 
aggregate debt for a municipality exceeds 20 per cent of the total average assessed value of tax- 
able land and improvements in the current year and/or the value of the utility systems and other 
municipal enterprises. 


Once approval is granted, the municipalities supply the regional districts with their borrow- 
ing requirements. These are then passed on to the Municipal Finance Authority which autho- 
rizes the issue and sale of debentures with regard to market and economic conditions. The 
Authority is comprised of members appointed by the Regional Boards within the Province. 


daar rrr EEE 
Long Term Debt Outstanding per Household Table 5-1 
1977 1978 1979 3-Year Average 

Province $ $ $ $ 

Ontario 890 883 892 888 
New Brunswick 995 1s 1,174 1,100 
Quebec 1,902 2,018 n/a — 
Manitoba 862 1,144 1,202 1,069 
Alberta 2,090 2), Jb: 1,765 2,050 
British Columbia 742 860 963 887 


LL 
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As shown in Tables 5-1 and 5-2, municipalities in Alberta had a much higher borrowing 
level per household over the three year period than any other province. This was partly due to 
the financing of facilities needed for the 1978 Commonwealth Games held in Edmonton and the 
construction of the rapid transit system in Edmonton. In addition, up until approximately 1976 
constraints had been placed at the provincial level on the level of capital financing available to 
municipalities. For high growth areas, this meant a retardation in the provision of capital facili- 
ties and a dramatic surge in major capital expansions once the constraints were lifted in 
197%? 


Of note also, is the level of borrowing incurred by Quebec municipalities which included 
debt until recent years, which was acquired to service capital for new subdivision develop- 
ments. 


Total Municipal Debt per Household at Year-end Table 5-2 
LOTT, 1978 1979 3-Year Average 

Province $ $ $ $ 

Ontario lS) 91 101 98 
New Brunswick 214 166 136 2; 
Quebec 538 534 312 460 
Manitoba 157 (Sy 124 146 
Alberta 43] 403 635 492 
British Columbia 128 LS 169 137 
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Chapter 6 
School Boards 


Organization 


In New Brunswick, education is entirely within the authority of the Province. For adminis- 
trative purposes, school districts, not based on municipal boundaries, act as operating arms of 
the provincial government in the preparation of school budgets and the hiring and firing of 
teaching staff. The Province provides 33 boards with funds budgeted for the cost of the basic 


education program through a formula designed to equalize the per pupil financial resources 
available. 


In Quebec, Manitoba and Alberta, the provincial governments have taken steps to inject a 
greater provincial presence in the provision of education services. The three systems consist of 
locally-administered school divisions or boards which are autonomous in their authority to pro- 
vide elementary and secondary school services but which are financed primarily from provin- 
cial sources. In Alberta and Manitoba, however, the bulk of financing originates in the provin- 
cially sponsored School Foundation Program fund. In Quebec, recent reforms have transferred 
the education property tax field from school boards to municipalities and replaced it with an all- 
encompassing education grants program. 


The British Columbia and Ontario systems permit a broader degree of school board auton- 
omy. In British Columbia, the 74 local boards are sovereign in their own jurisdictions assuming 
policy, administrative, and financial responsibilities. Similarly, the 194 Ontario school boards 
have considerable leverage in all aspects respecting the operation of schools. 


Three of the five provinces surveyed, provided two publicly funded systems of education. 
Ontario and Alberta have public and separate, Catholic, elementary systems and Quebec pro- 
vides Catholic, i.e. public, and Protestant, i.e. separate, schools. New Brunswick, British Co- 
lumbia and Manitoba sponsor secular systems. In Manitoba, provision is made in the statutes 
for some shared services between public and private school systems. Public school boards run 
their elementary and secondary schools. 


Expenditures 

Responsibility for primary and secondary education rested at the local level in all of the 
provinces, except in New Brunswick where the Province was wholly responsible for all educa- 
tion spending. 

The Province of Ontario with the highest number of pupils and teachers, had the highest 
amount in school expenditures. Actual dollars spent, operating and capital combined, by the 
various school boards ranged from $428 million in Manitoba to $4.1 billion in Ontario. 
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School Board Expenditure Per Pupil Table 6-1 
Operating Capital Total 

1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 1977, 1979" A979 ag 
Province $ $  % Change $ $  % Change $. $  % Change 
Ontario gis» 4511723) 20.9 66 74 Ves ISD e297 20.6 
New Brunswick 1,235 1,487 20.4 160 160 0.0 1,395 1,647 18.1 
Quebec 2,267 3,017 3301 140 148 S71) 2,407 3,165 31.4 
Manitoba 1,505 1,888 25.4 178 190 6.7 1,683 2,078 235 
Alberta 1,823 2,286 25.4 D3} DYII 36.6 DONS 2S 26.6 
British Columbia 2,027 2,847 15.8 210 149 (29.0) 2,237 2,496 11.6 


= 
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Total expenditures by school boards averaged between $1,647 per pupil in Manitoba and 
$3,165 in Quebec. This is partly reflected in Quebec’s relatively low pupil/teacher ratio in 
1979. In all of the provinces except British Columbia, growth in total spending was over 20 per 
cent in the three-year period. Expenditure increases ranged from 31 per cent in Quebec to 12 
per cent in British Columbia in the same period. 
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School Board Enrolment and Staffing Table 6-2 
No. of School Boards Enrolment 
Total 1977 1979 1979/77 
Province # (000) (000)  % Change 
Ontario 192 1,943 1,859 (4.3) 
New Brunswick 35 162 156 (a7) 
Quebec 248 1,260 1,145 (9.1) 
Manitoba Oy 214 205 (4.2) 
Alberta 173 423 419 (0.9) 
British Columbia US) 510 495 (2.9) 
No. of Teachers Pupil/Teacher 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 
(000) (000) % Change # # 
Ontario 92 88 (4.3) PM 22 PX 
New Brunswick 8 8 0.0 20.2 20.0 
Quebec 73 71 (2.7) ss 16.1 
Manitoba 12 1 0.0 17.8 NF 
Alberta 23 23 0.0 18.4 18.2 
British Columbia 28 28 0.0 18.2 7 
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School spending levels are largely dependent on enrolments and the number of teachers. In 
all provinces, the trend was towards declining enrolments and was most significant in Quebec, 
‘where the number of pupils dropped 9.1 per cent and least significant in Alberta at 0.9 per cent 
during the same interval. Ontario and Quebec were the only two provinces that showed signifi- 
cant decreases in the number of teachers, 4.3 per cent and 2.7 per cent respectively. In the re- 
maining provinces, the number of teachers remained virtually unchanged. The substantial de- 
cline in the number of students together with the slight decrease in the number of teachers, led 
to a slight increase in the level of service provided to students, as indicated in the pupil/teacher 
ratios for the different provinces. 


Operating expenditures ranged from $1,487 per pupil in Manitoba to $3,017 per pupil in 
Quebec. Although Quebec’s student enrolments were down the most in 1979, its school boards 
have had the highest increases in current expenditures at 33.1 per cent. 


Although there was a general decline in enrolments, some provinces experienced growth in 
capital spending. Alberta with a spending level of $291, the highest of all provinces, experi- 
enced the highest capital growth at 36.6 per cent (school boards here also had the lowest enrol- 
ment decline). Although enrolment dropped slightly for the provinces as a whole, some areas 
experienced substantial growth as witnessed by an increase in population and households over 
the period. This growth required new facilities and, in addition, old buildings required renova- 
tions. British Columbia was the only province in which school boards showed a substantial 
drop in capital expenditures, 29 per cent. 


Revenues—Overview 


The major components of operating revenues for school boards were property taxation and 
provincial assistance. Other financing took the form of grants from the provinces, except New 
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Brunswick, some payments-in-lieu from the local, provincial and federal levels and other mis- 
cellaneous revenues. In Ontario, the payments-in-lieu are collected by the municipalities and 
transferred to the school boards. With these exceptions, no other revenue sources were reported 
for school boards. 


Differences among the provinces in the school property tax system lay in the tax base, what 
authority set the school rate, and how this rate was determined. 


In Ontario, a school board requisitioned the lower tier municipalities within its jurisdiction 
which, in turn, levied taxes on the school boards behalf, but school boards did maintain their 
own powers of taxation. The total school board levy was apportioned among area municipal- 
ities on the basis of their ability to pay, i.e. relative to their equalized assessment. The Province 
contributed about 54 per cent of the total school board revenues. 


In New Brunswick, Alberta and British Columbia, the Province levied a basic property tax 
rate which was applied uniformly throughout the province to cover normal expenditures for the 
current school program. The Province of New Brunswick assumed full responsibility for educa- 
tion but permitted individual school districts to levy a supplementary tax for additional expendi- 
tures not approved beyond the normal operating level and requiring ratification by the rate- 
payers. 

In Alberta, the major portion of local education requirements was met through the School 
Foundation Program Fund, a provincial agency. The basis of funding is per pupil (varying ac- 
cording to the level of instruction and size of the school district). The bulk of the revenues, 
about 85 per cent, were derived from provincial government general revenues with the re- 
mainder provided by a requisition upon all municipalities. The requisition consisted of a 26 mill 
levy upon non-residential and non-farm equalized assessments and applied for both the public 
and separate systems. The Province contributed an amount equal to what would have been 
raised if residential and farm properties were included in the assessment. Like New Brunswick, 
local school authorities could levy a supplementary requisition to meet requirements beyond 
those financed by the School Foundation Program Fund or other provincial grants although the 
increase in mill rate was subject to an 8 per cent limitation. As in the case of Ontario school 
boards, the total requisition was apportioned to municipalities within the school jurisdiction on 
the basis of equalized assessment. British Columbia levied a basic mill rate which was applied 
uniformly. Municipalities levied and collected taxes on the school board’s behalf except in the 
case of unorganized territories where the Province took on this responsibility. Again, individual 
school districts could increase the standard rate above its set level but this power was seldom 
exercised in British Columbia. In addition to the tax levy, a basic budget balancing grant was 
extended for operating purposes. As well, the Province offered a second grant to cover 50 per 
cent of debt carrying charges. The tax base in British Columbia was more extensive than that 
for general municipal purposes in that it included trade fixtures. Consequently, machinery-in- 
tensive commercial and industrial concerns assumed a greater burden of school taxation. Fur- 
thermore, like Alberta, it has historically accorded preferential treatment for school purposes 
taxation to residential and farm properties via limitations on increases in taxable assessment. 


In Manitoba, the major portion of local education requirements was met through the foun- 
dation program. The program allowed for 80 per cent of the total costs to be provided from pro- 
vincial revenue, with the remaining 20 per cent coming from a standard levy, which in 1979 
amounted to 5.0 mills on the provincially equalized assessment of farmland and residential 
property and 35.9 mills on the provincially equalized assessment of other property. Expendi- 
tures in excess of the foundation program were met by special levies within each division. The 
Public Schools Finance Board has general responsibility for the control and regulation of finan- 
cial affairs related to the foundation program. 

The Province of Quebec has recently undergone extensive reforms in its local government 
financing arrangements. Prior to 1979 school boards had autonomous powers of taxation and 
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borrowing. Regional boards, responsible for secondary education, requisitioned local boards 
for that portion of their requirement not met by statutory grants. School boards imposed a stan- 
dard tax rate of $1 per $100 taxable assessment within school board boundaries. The difference 
required to meet a budgeted level of expenditure was covered by budget-balancing provincial 
grants. Expenditures in excess of the normal requirement were met by a supplementary tax rate 
as in the case of other provinces. 


Under the new system school board revenues will originate largely through provincial fi- 
nancing. The standard $1 tax rate has been transferred to municipalities and the remaining 
requirement will be funded through provincial grants, i.e. property tax receipts replaced by 
budget-balancing grants. Supplementary taxes remain a perogative of local school boards sub- 
ject to legislative restrictions. 


The newly introduced reforms reflect a move in Quebec towards greater standardization of 
the education system on the financing side. 


Revenues by Source 


As expected, the school boards with the highest levels of school spending also had the high- 
est revenue per pupil. Revenues per pupil went from $2,176 in Ontario to $3,018 in Quebec in 
1979. In the period between 1977 to 1979, revenues grew as fast as total expenditures and, 
except in the case of Alberta and Manitoba, growth in revenues exceeded that of expendi- 
tures. 


School Board Revenues Per Pupil Table 6-3 
Ontario New Brunswick 
1977 RSS) SY af) 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Property Taxation 
Local 785 996 ZOE 
Provincial nil nil nil 


Provincial Assistance 


Grants 963 1,102 14.4 not applicable * 
Payments-in-Lieu 19 23 Dell 
Other Revenue meet: _ 27.9 
TOTAL 1,800 P2MIS 20.8 
Quebec Manitoba 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Property Taxation 
Local 518 364 oO) HAS 902 26.2 
Provincial nil nil nil 173 200 15.6 
Provincial Assistance 
Grants 1,667 2,546 2a 1,023 1,180 15.3 
Payments-in-Lieu 2 1 (50.0) n/a n/a — 
Other Revenue 81 107 B25 51 68 Bors 
TOTAL 2,268 3,018 B37 1,962 2,350 19.8 


School Board Revenues Per Pupil Table 6-3 (Continued) 


Alberta British Columbia 
1977 1979 1979/77 1977 1979 1979/77 
$ $ % Change $ $ % Change 
Property Taxation 
Local 381 556 45.9 844 1,077 27.6 
Provincial 16] 2g, 34.8 199 27 36.2 
Provincial Assistance 
Grants 1-210 1,403 15.9 860 852 (0.1) 
Payments-in-Lieu nil nil nil nil nil nil 
Other Revenue 87 uid? 28.7 B96 wiS4 60.4 
TOTAL 1,839 2,288 24.4 2,000 2,354 1 Jeg. 


* Provincial responsibility 
Neen aS SSS ST SE IE 
The predominant source of operating revenues everywhere but in British Columbia was 
provincial grants. The level of support received by school boards from the provinces averaged 
between $852 per pupil in British Columbia to $2,547 per pupil in Quebec. Over the period ex- 
amined, provincial grants increased an average of 15 per cent for boards in all the provinces ex- 
cept Quebec. The growth in Quebec grants was significantly higher at 52.7 per cent, reflecting 
the structural changes undertaken in 1979. 


Revenues from taxation were highest in British Columbia amounting to $1,348 per pupil 
and lowest in Quebec at $364 per pupil. Quebec aside, Alberta school boards had the lowest per 
pupil revenue from taxation, $733, and the highest increases in taxation revenue, 42.6 per cent, 
than any of the other provinces over the period. 


SS I LL ET AD LPT LN SE ASO SNM ERPS SB SA DAE EEE UL SSE ID OA HET STE ESB VUES 


Composition of School Board Revenues by Source Table 6-4 
Provincial Assistance 
Property Other 
Taxation Grants PIL’s Revenue 
1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 

Province a % % % % % % % 
Ontario 43.6 45.4 SoS) S10 1.0 ipl 1.9 2:5 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 22.9 12m WS) 84.4 ngl. ngl. 3.6 B55 
Manitoba 45.3 46.9 Sy) 50.1 nil nil 2.6 3:0 
Alberta 29.5 33.8 65.8 61.3 nil nil 4.7 4.9 
British Columbia SleD B78} 43.0 36.2 nil nil 4.8 6.5 


The share of school expenditures borne by the provinces dropped considerably over the 
period for all boards except those in Quebec. The decrease in provincial grants share of reve- 
nues was greatest in British Columbia, 15.6 per cent, and the least in Manitoba at 4 per cent. As 
a result, the property tax share of revenues increased for school boards in general for all prov- 
inces except Quebec and New Brunswick. 


Borrowing 

One of the main sources of financing school board expenditures was borrowing. The pro- 
cedures and regulations applying to borrowing vary from province to province. In Ontario, cap- 
ital debentures were issued by individual school boards on their own behalf and were subject to 
the approval of the Ontario Municipal Board, a provincial regulatory agency which among 
other things, monitors the capital financing activities of local governments. Most of Ontario’s 
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school boards borrow from the Province and its agencies. In New Brunswick, responsibility for 
all capital financing rests with the Province which borrows on the school districts’ behalf. In 
Quebec, the Quebec Municipal Commission directly controls all debenture marketing by school 
boards taking care of all procedural matters i.e. invitations to bid, etc. paralleling the control 
exercised over municipal borrowing. Refinancing of school board debentures is permitted in 
Quebec. 


School boards in British Columbia utilize the same procedures for borrowing as municipal- 
ities. Debentures are approved by a committee at the provincial level. Financing is obtained via 
sale of debentures by the British Columbia School Districts Capital Financing Authority. Debt 
retirements are shared by the Province and boards on a minimum basis of 50-50. The Province 
may take a larger share, up to 64 per cent. Therefore, with the exception of British Columbia 
and New Brunswick the school boards are responsible for obtaining and repaying their debt. 


SS SAS ASN RR TS TE ET aD 


School Boards-Long Term Debt per Pupil Table 6-5 
In- Year Borrowing Total Debt Outstanding 
3-Year 3- Year 
ODM 1979 Average 1977 1979 Average 
Province $ $ $ $ $ $ 
Ontario 30 32 36* 740 707 728 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 164 123 153 1123S 15212 
Manitoba 145 107 113 944 ~=—- 1,063 998 
Alberta 104 ji 96* 879 954 907 


British Columbia 192 135 173 1,654 2,063 1,865 


* See Appendix B for 1978 totals affecting 3-year averages. 


DEE YRS SS ASSES NL LT TO TE GOTT SR IE LE ES a SE EE 


Over the last three years, school boards in British Columbia borrowed the most at $173 per 
pupil while boards in Ontario borrowed the least at $36 per pupil. These amounts also paral- 
leled the level of per pupil debt otstanding which averaged between $1,865 for boards in British 
Columbia and $728 for boards in Ontario. 
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Appendix A 


Detailed Municipal Financial Data 
by Upper Tier 


Table 1: Demographics 
Table 2: Revenue Fund—Revenues 
Table 3: Revenue Fund—Expenditures 


Table 4: Capital Fund—Financing 
Table 5: Capital Fund—Applications 
Table 6: Municipal Debt 
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Demographics Table 1 
a re 
Population 
No. of 
Municipalities Total 0-19 20-65 66+ 
nes Ota O06 OF 
% % % 

Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 7 23 els 9 Dig. 62.5 10.3 
Durham 9 272.150 34.8 SSuo 6.9 
Haldimand-Norfolk 7 87,262 33.0 55.5 HSS 
Halton 5) 240,248 34.5 59.1 6.4 
Hamilton-Wentworth 7 407,759 30.1 59.6 10.3 
Niagara 13 367,228 32.0 Sled 10.3 
Ottawa-Carleton 12 541,932 29.6 62.1 8.2 
Peel 4 437,826 36.1 59.4 4.5 
Sudbury 8 160,587 37.0 573 Dal 
Waterloo 8 300,720 331 58.6 8.3 
York 10 222,990 34.4 58.3 UP 
Muskoka 7 36,665 29.1 56.6 14.3 
Oxford Oe 85,078 SS 55.9 11.6 
Total 106 5,292,204 30.6 60.4 9.0 

Counties 
Brant 8 98,768 3274 57.0 10.6 
Bruce 32 58,213 34.1 53.8 Wa 
Dufferin 10 30) Sei 36.1 54.7 9.1 
Elgin 18 69,795 32.8 54.9 W223 
Essex 24 318,319 S80) 56.8 10.0 
Frontenac 17 114,237 28.1 62.5 9.4 
Grey 28 72,881 31.4 54.8 13.8 
Haliburton 11 10,733 26.9 56.1 ell 
Hastings 30 104,662 32.8 56.6 10.6 
Huron 27 56,399 33.6 Sows iat 
Kent 23 107,449 335) 55.6 10.9 
Lambton 22: 118,138 B35 Bi hes) 9.2 
Lanark 18 44,987 29.9 56.4 13.6 
Leeds and Grenville 26 80,784 31:6 56.2 222 
Lennox and Addington 14 BVA 34.3 54.8 10.9 
Middlesex 24 319,195 30.5 60.0 9.5 
Northumberland 16 64,099 Bile 56.1 12.4 
Perth 17 66,147 SP 54.6 iy 
Peterborough 20 100,249 31.3 57.4 Pi: 3 
Prescott and Russell 19 $2,201 55.3 55.6 9.2 
Prince Edward 11 22,259 30.3 56.0 13.7 
Renfrew 38 87,219 33.4 55.9 10.7 
Simcoe 36 217,306 31 56.8 10.5 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 22 100,466 33.0 Ia) P15 
Victoria 19 46,751 30.5 SS! 14.2 
Wellington a) 128,819 BYR GI 57-6 9.7 
Total 552 2,523,160 Bore 57.0 10.8 

Districts 
Algoma 24 118,378 35.47 57.6 6.7 
Cochrane 14 86,123 36.8 55.5 WA 
Kenora 13 36,584 34.2 ST 8.5 
Manitoulin 13 7,144 Biles) 51.8 16.7 
Nipissing 16 73,415 35.6 Spat) 8.7 
Parry Sound 28 21.35 31.4 54.7 13.9 
Rainy River iS 20,423 34.2 54.6 11.2 
Sudbury 11 18,816 Boe? S423 7.0 
Thunder Bay 19 141,755 3258: 58.7 9.0 
Timiskaming _ (26 38,529 34.9 53.6 IES 
Total 179 568,518 34.6 56.6 8.8 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 837 8,383,882 31.4 59.1 9.5 


a FE RT NDI EEE RSET A EEE EEL OH OER TT HIER L ITE I ELBE T LEST IONE DIE EE LE EES ILE SE TOLL L EET AE ERTL LES AES LET 
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Demographics Table 1 


(Cont.) 
Households Hectares 
Pop. 
% Perm. Pop. 
Total Permanent  Hshld. Total Hectares 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 805,183 100.0 2.6 63,831 33.39 
Durham 94,010 97.8 2.9 242,184 13 
Haldimand-Norfolk 35,274 87.4 2.5 DSO aS 0.31 
Halton 80,116 99.9 3.0 98 ,305 2.44 
Hamilton-Wentworth 153,347 99.9 Del) 112,136 3.64 
Niagara 135,548 97.6 Dol 179,828 2.04 
Ottawa-Carleton 205,977 99.3 2.6 270,848 2.00 
Peel 146,675 100.0 3.0 126,312 3.47 
Sudbury 55,480 96.5 2.9 279,244 0.58 
Waterloo 107,702 99.9 2.8 134,270 2.24 
York TSH 95.9 3.0 171,869 1.30 
Muskoka 33,245 42.0 lel 381,619 0.10 
Oxford 29 ,836 99.7 2.9 196,373 0.43 
Total 1,957,668 98.2 ail 2,539,544 2.08 
Counties 
Brant 36,295 100.0 Qe) 91,662 1.08 
Bruce 29,686 72.6 DAD 394,063 0.15 
Dufferin 10,865 93.8 2.8 148,958 0.20 
Elgin 25,851 96.5 Qo 187,984 0.37 
Essex 115,367 98.1 2.8 186,199 ilsgiil 
Frontenac 46,679 85.9 2.4 381,973 0.30 
Grey 32,819 86.4 DD 450,470 0.16 
Haliburton 1655311 26.7 0.6 416,873 0.03 
Hastings 43 ,694 88.0 2.4 586,955 0.18 
Huron 22,925 86.8 2.5 340,272 Osil7/ 
Kent 39,466 97.2 D4 248,115 0.43 
Lambton 46,468 95.1 DSS 283,093 0.42 
Lanark 20,085 80.2 22, 293,885 0.15 
Leeds and Grenville 34,914 83.8 B23} 339,008 0.24 
Lennox and Addington 13,854 Se 7/ 2.4 284,069 0.12 
Middlesex 122,408 100.0 2.6 328,814 0.97 
Northumberland 26,736 87.2 2.4 209 ,325 Oasil 
Perth 23,444 99.8 2.8 219,014 0.30 
Peterborough 48 546 75.9 Del 394,255 0.25 
Prescott and Russell Sy 95.7 3.0 200,273 0.26 
Prince Edward 9,682 84.7 Ds} 104,819 0.21 
Renfrew 35,841 84.7 Des 763 ,869 0.11 
Simcoe 95,866 83.4 D3 480,004 0.45 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 36,081 97.5 2.8 329,340 0.31 
Victoria 25,856 70.2 1.8 306,690 0.15 
Wellington 46,408 97.7 Ome :} 265,926 0.48 
Total 1,023,879 89.5 255 8,235,908 0.31 
Districts 
Algoma 42,676 93.6 2.8 359,202 0.33 
Cochrane 30,684 95.5 2.8 810,566 0.11 
Kenora 14,007 92.2 AS 166,147 O222, 
Manitoulin 4,151 68.2 ee 164,653 0.04 
Nipissing 26,953 92.9 Di 272,816 0.27 
Parry Sound 18,013 56.4 1S 2155555 1/55) 0.08 
Rainy River 7,814 96.7 2.6 236,035 0.09 
Sudbury 6,903 89.9 DEG | 150,980 On: 
Thunder Bay 51,810 96.9 2G] 372,686 0.38 
Timiskaming 14,533 97.2 Dea 292,373 0.13 
Total 217,544 91.1 2.6 3,179,214 0.18 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 3,199,091 94.9 2.6 13,954,666 0.60 


RISES SABLE DE FILO LE ERT EIS EBLE ST RED ES BEE EISELE I EEE ESTEE AS STII 2 TES GIST, 


100 


———————————— 


Demographics Table 1 
(Concluded) 
ee ee ae 
Assessment 
Residential 
a TG Equalized 
Equalized Total Per Household 
$000 %o $ 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 29,149,730 Dee 36,200 
Durham 2,705,154 Wee 29,800 
Haldimand-Norfolk 987,658 Wasa 28,200 
Halton 2,643,703 73.9 33,000 
Hamilton-Wentworth 4,095 ,884 62.9 26,800 
Niagara 3,441,610 65.7 25,300 
Ottawa-Carleton 5,078,538 70.3 24,600 
Peel 5,660,562 70.1 38,600 
Sudbury 1,482,769 60.4 26,900 
Waterloo 2,926,600 65.6 27,100 
York 2,950,815 159) 39,300 
Muskoka 846,848 84.5 25,500 
Oxford 834,563 67.5 27,800 
Total 62,804,434 62.9 32,100 
Counties 
Brant 889,969 66.7 24,700 
Bruce 591,943 88.7 19,700 
Dufferin 344,424 83.4 Syl sill 
Elgin 632,933 70.4 24,500 
Essex 3,253,774 65.6 28 ,300 
Frontenac 921,686 70.8 19,600 
Grey 844,061 79.7 25,600 
Haliburton 164,995 91.5 9,900 
Hastings 747,764 69.2 17,000 
Huron 415,556 82.6 18,100 
Kent 935,206 71.9 24,000 
Lambton 1,351,158 65.3 29,400 
Lanark 275,819 75.4 13,800 
Leeds and Grenville 597,444 65.7 17,100 
Lennox and Addington 244,656 72.8 17,500 
Middlesex 2,827,546 69.1 23,200 
Northumberland 554,235 76.7 21,000 
Perth 539,800 Wail 23,500 
Peterborough 981,959 74.4 20,200 
Prescott and Russell 262,499 72.0 15,000 
Prince Edward 156,303 82.4 16,100 
Renfrew 494,653 72.0 13,700 
Simcoe 2,234,693 75.8 23,300 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 657,146 63.0 18,300 
Victoria 428,540 87.5 16,500 
Wellington 1,248,120 74.9 27,100 
Total 22,596,882 71.9 22,100 
Districts 
Algoma 934,673 59.8 21,700 
Cochrane 610,273 51.0 19,700 
Kenora 283,116 46.0 20,200 
Manitoulin 100,620 84.7 24,200 
Nipissing 518,438 61.8 19,200 
Parry Sound 454,250 84.3 25,200 
Rainy River 1235593 46.2 15,400 
Sudbury 112,624 Sil 16,100 
Thunder Bay 1,134,394 49.5 21,800 
Timiskaming 185,659 61.0 12,800 
Total 4,457,640 57.8 20,400 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 89,858,956 64.9 28,100 


Rc ne FRI SSSR EA ESET TST PRIS TRS Fy OPS SI TRE EA SA SE PETES 
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Revenue Fund—Revenues Table 2 


Taxation (Municipal) 


Sewer 
Surcharge 
on Direct 
Res. and Comm., Ind. Special Water 
Farm and Business Charges Billings Total 
$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 329,693 334,119 14,325 18,561 696,690 
Durham 35,951 17,252 2,269 5,242 60,714 
Haldimand-Norfolk 9,551 3,413 920 1,605 15,489 
Halton 33,390 14,808 2,278 323 50,799 
Hamilton- Wentworth 58,428 44,452 3,167 12,363 118,411 
Niagara 46,553 30,566 3,263 eS) 81,528 
Ottawa-Carleton 78,236 43,737 7,673 6,208 135,854 
Peel 50,942 26,388 3,545 12,016 92,891 
Sudbury 17,786 15,669 1,957 0 35,412 
Waterloo 37,563 23,873 AS? 5,060 68,808 
York 27,140 10,729 3,314 1,266 42,448 
Muskoka 5,520 eS. 299 384 oS 
Oxford SRS ii 6,498 803 547 17,366 
Total 740,271 572,815 46,126 64,721 1,423,933 
Counties 
Brant L072 7,079 1,037 1,195 20,384 
Bruce 6,803 125i 1,035 213 9,308 
Dufferin 2,968 906 241 162 4,276 
Elgin 5,902 Boa 935 211 10,384 
Essex 38,028 26,778 4,256 1,037 70,099 
Frontenac Lie3/3 5,789 970 412 18,544 
Grey 7,250 3,483 646 473 11,853 
Haliburton 1,851 203 165 14 2233 
Hastings 8,473 Sails 1,048 1,563 16,658 
Huron 5,687 1,821 403 601 8,512 
Kent 11,626 6,582 2,179 1,186 21,574 
Lambton 14,616 9,889 2.325 753 27,584 
Lanark 3,703 eS 346 210 6,014 
Leeds and Grenville SS 4,440 521 324 11,022 
Lennox and Addington 2,282 L233 286 289 3,980 
Middlesex 36,589 20,519 2,802 54 59,965 
Northumberland 4,868 2,422 551 534 8,375 
Perth 6,670 3,705 649 669 11,693 
Peterborough 11,952 6,346 987 237, 19,522 
Prescott and Russell 4,284 1,930 690 166 7,070 
Prince Edward 1,503 491 149 22 2,166 
Renfrew 5,655 3,306 939 617 10,517 
Simcoe 20,670 10,249 2,455 1,962 35,336 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 8,232 6,417 978 813 16,441 
Victoria 4,475 1,197 369 93 6,133 
Wellington 13,447 6,214 817 1,334 21,812 
Total 2552116 142,816 27,779 15,144 441,455 
Districts 
Algoma 10,727 9,302 1,314 661 22,004 
Cochrane 5,809 6,405 692 311 UBS PAL] 
Kenora 2,564 3,470 443 376 6,852 
Manitoulin 629 149 44 38 859 
Nipissing 5,790 4,054 821 1,282 11,947 
Parry Sound DSi 622 241 185 3,379 
Rainy River 1,372 2,047 247 152 3,818 
Sudbury Helo 1,108 214 103 217 
Thunder Bay 13,445 16,161 782 DAS 30,663 
Timiskaming 3,048 DM) 579 134 5,878 
Total 46,865 45,435 55377. 3,516 101,193 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 1,042,853 761,065 79,282 83,382 1,966,581 
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Revenue Fund—Revenues Table 2 
(Cont.) 
SR 
Provincial Assistance Other Revenue 
Ontario 
Unconditional Conditional Ontario Canada P-I-L 
Grants Grants P-I-L Total and Mun. P-I-L 
$000 $000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 105,320 BBE TN 38,257 24,178 
Durham 14,451 24,498 1,407 749 
Haldimand-Norfolk 4,120 8,248 541 205 
Halton 10,187 14,763 902 605 
Hamilton- Wentworth 23,088 44,256 4,671 1,490 
Niagara Pie MNS 315525 PDO. 2,182 
Ottawa-Carleton 31,040 68,724 4,843 39,274 
Peel 17,278 25,538 2,391 4,499 
Sudbury 21,884 19,808 1,048 353 
Waterloo 16,208 24,849 2,473 908 
York 9,574 16,969 396 287 
Muskoka 1,507 6,288 118 51 
Oxford 4,156 6,781 218 171 
Total 281,327 524,960 59,985 74,952 
Counties 
Brant 5,588 10,808 333 444 
Bruce 3,978 7,910 350 48 
Dufferin 958 55535 180 15 
Elgin 3,505 T2235 336 88 
Essex 15,706 25,663 2,003 1,673 
Frontenac 5,306 13,858 1,048 1,650 
Grey 3,657 10,009 296 212 
Haliburton 623 2,598 120 8 
Hastings 6,162 13,321 597 492 
Huron SESS 7,676 206 65 
Kent 7,479 9,001 324 280 
Lambton 5,061 14,067 656 278 
Lanark 2,893 6,445 200 114 
Leeds and Grenville 3,930 7,856 301 336 
Lennox and Addington 1,301 4,505 209 My 
Middlesex 16,900 26,723 2,687 1,662 
Northumberland 2,606 8,174 243 660 
Perth 3,919 5,279 DDS 148 
Peterborough 4,039 9,550 516 460 
Prescott and Russell 3,260 6,241 126 49 
Prince Edward 1,065 2,195 76 39 
Renfrew 4,875 10,821 457 1,163 
Simcoe 8,524 14,726 804 524 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 733i 11,724 oll 1,058 
Victoria 2,288 5,140 229 50 
Wellington 4,851 12,578 838 281 
Total 129,345 257,638 14,110 12,050 
Districts 
Algoma 15722 12S 493 700 
Cochrane 11,589 11,009 677 188 
Kenora 4,739 6,401 251 242 
Manitoulin 747 1,432 23 12 
Nipissing 8,794 9,394 537 opis) 
Parry Sound 2,641 4555) 62 18 
Rainy River 3,132 2,921 129 32 
Sudbury 1,765 1,305 55 12 
Thunder Bay 21,648 17,472 1,294 1,119 
Timiskaming 5,860 4,858 504 58 
Total 76,637 71,498 4,026 2,934 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 487,310 854,096 Ths 1722) 89,936 
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Revenue Fund—Revenues Table 2 
(Concluded) 


Other Revenue (Cont.) 


Fees and Service Charges 


Homes Misc. Total 
Transit Water For Aged Revenues Revenue 
$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 

Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 185,530 77,025 23,967 184,400 1,568,223 
Durham 1,529 6,165 3,401 19,633 132,565 
Haldimand-Norfolk 0 1,629 oi 4,575 36,542 
Halton 1,454 5,612 1,516 10,530 96,273 
Hamilton-Wentworth 0 13ral 7 29,743 234,605 
Niagara 2,963 11,477 3,869 14,431 173,281 
Ottawa-Carleton Does FNS 13,899 3,585 39,978 361,730 
Peel 5,124 14,690 2,467 26,635 191,522 
Sudbury 1,598 3,054 1,219 10,820 95,350 
Waterloo 3,825 6,741 1,477 35,203 160,273 
York 647 6,491 961 16,223 94,020 
Muskoka 0) 674 412 2,057 18,584 
Oxford 101 2,083 1,401 3,887 36,233 
Total 227,485 162,950 46,016 398,114 3,199,197 

Counties 
Brant 768 3,006 1,706 6,261 49,301 
Bruce 0 877 1,102 F738 27,319 
Dufferin 0) 251 718 19525 11,475 
Elgin 168 1,294 1,941 2,999 27,996 
Essex 3,458 8,716 iL. N04) 24,320 152,794 
Frontenac 1,129 2,540 1,367 6,206 Sas 
Grey 0 1,347 1,054 3,832 32,265 
Haliburton 0) 44 304 522 6,452 
Hastings 438 2,649 1322 7,416 49 ,060 
Huron 0) 1,002 1,391 4,312 26,793 
Kent 204 3,269 1,440 Sail 49 ,349 
Lambton 598 4,197 1,790 8,269 62,493 
Lanark 0 905 1,295 2,502 20,368 
Leeds and Grenville 0 1,500 1,252 2,998 29,203 
Lennox and Addington 0 410 686 1,621 13,025 
Middlesex 6,326 7,848 2,689 13,682 138,467 
Northumberland 38 1,407 710 3,952 26,202 
Perth 0) 1,027 784 4,476 DROS 
Peterborough 793 2,043 1,159 4,897 42,992 
Prescott and Russell 0 779 624 2,859 21,025 
Prince Edward @) 241 348 586 6,710 
Renfrew 39 1,684 2,072 3,475 Bn 7, 
Simcoe 503 3,798 1,866 11,000 77,094 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 480 2,694 836 6,167 47,451 
Victoria 67 574 732 Does 17,471 
Wellington 1,389 2,266 756 Dele 50,460 
Total 16,397 56,368 31,119 141,288 1,100,160 

Districts 
Algoma 936 2,505 1,288 5,636 61,439 
Cochrane 588 2A05i1 1,221 4,636 45,176 
Kenora 0 1,223 818 3,580 24,106 
Manitoulin 0) 86 284 563 4,008 
Nipissing 644 1,403 1,439 3,699 38,410 
Parry Sound 1 364 725 1,495 13,236 
Rainy River 20 456 615 Dales 13,248 
Sudbury 0 249 0 1,007 6,970 
Thunder Bay 1752 3,836 2,894 8,150 88,828 
Timiskaming 0 750 281 2,140 20,329 
Total 3,942 12,920 9,564 33,031 315,745 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 247 ,824 232,238 86,699 572,433 4,615,102 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 
Protection to Persons and Property 
General 
Government Fire Police Other 
$000 $000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 131,818 87,389 18559311 30,730 
Durham 15,165 8,401 12,700 3,910 
Haldimand-Norfolk 3,956 1,226 G2 1,412 
Halton 8,664 5,205 10,019 3,919 
Hamilton- Wentworth 21,629 1S 121 25,689 5,300 
Niagara 16,478 9,758 19,201 2,799 
Ottawa-Carleton 40,176 21,626 29,742 S/S? 
Peel 17,455 13,204 21,876 6,219 
Sudbury 14,813 3,915 7,721 2,374 
Waterloo 31,420 ESI 15,206 4,970 
York 9,464 3,992 9,864 3,881 
Muskoka 2,021 448 0 226 
Oxford 3,484 1,923 2,609 743 
Total 316,544 181,720 3439333 VEINS 
Counties 
Brant SPAT 3,379 4,343 le5B2 
Bruce 3,320 643 1,026 769 
Dufferin 123i) 258 743 258 
Elgin 25311 1,567 1572 806 
Essex 16,693 9,404 16,795 DSM] 
Frontenac 4,356 Seay 35975 1,128 
Grey 2,828 1,477 1,528 1,196 
Haliburton 901 142 0 105 
Hastings Sys 2,636 3,266 1213 
Huron 2,582 536 989 802 
Kent 5,921 2,714 3,392 1,904 
Lambton 5,801 3,361 4,075 3,040 
Lanark 1,898 753 1,004 246 
Leeds and Grenville 3,078 1,485 1,856 617 
Lennox and Addington 15529 B92 266 523 
Middlesex 1 2en eis) 10,063 12,605 3,339 
Northumberland 2,420 789 1,243 920 
Perth 2,785 1,758 2,009 749 
Peterborough 55358 2,808 3,310 1,042 
Prescott and Russell 3,023 603 456 428 
Prince Edward 836 310 258 304 
Renfrew 3,707 eS 1,637 230 
Simcoe 9,100 4,003 5,636 1,853 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 4,694 2,143 2,582 1,688 
Victoria 1,971 Sly 724 291 
Wellington 4,483 3,456 4,133 1,997 
Total 110,035 60,333 79,025 29,567 
Districts 
Algoma 5,952 3,805 5,196 1,635 
Cochrane 4,321 2,612 2,850 1,094 
Kenora 2,374 940 1,356 174 
Manitoulin 545 80 1 35 
Nipissing 3,104 2,574 SHS 1,183 
Parry Sound aya 530 234 140 
Rainy River 1,540 458 1,180 42 
Sudbury 1,360 230 299 Sy 
Thunder Bay 7,697 5,564 6,823 1,479 
Total 30,820 17,736 22,499 5,966 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 457,399 259,789 444,857 107,748 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 
(Cont.) 
Transportation Services 
Roads Transit Other 
$000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 1232582) 262,029 22 NSD 
Durham 2 les 3,477 3,236 
Haldimand-Norfolk 9,577 0 363 
Halton 15,677 3,452 1,446 
Hamilton-Wentworth 34,588 11,367 4,619 
Niagara 29,159 5,458 3,098 
Ottawa-Carleton 49,552 46,577 4,594 
Peel DESI) 11,075 2,687 
Sudbury 14,616 3,742 2,169 
Waterloo 18,241 8,135 3,190 
York 17,970 2,187 1,452 
Muskoka 6,356 0 140 
Oxford 8,169 402 Las} 
Total 374,357 357,901 50,301 
Counties 
Brant 9,147 1,668 615 
Bruce 9,529 0 483 
Dufferin 3,588 0 DT 
Elgin 7,987 374 487 
Essex 21,808 6,327 3,871 
Frontenac 8,100 2,550 1,116 
Grey 9,866 141 430 
Haliburton 2,783 0 53 
Hastings 13,079 754 819 
Huron 8,523 0) 505 
Kent 9,480 634 1,169 
Lambton 11,392 1,589 1,187 
Lanark 5,917 0 305 
Leeds and Grenville 7,788 0 405 
Lennox and Addington 3,795 0 461 
Middlesex 19,276 9,624 1,560 
Northumberland 12323 103 348 
Perth 6,745 388 498 
Peterborough 8,428 IL ASiAl 1,035 
Prescott and Russell 5,350 0 214 
Prince Edward 1,989 0 70 
Renfrew 8,235 71 711 
Simcoe 17,693 1,113 1,613 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 11,000 1,068 550 
Victoria 5,667 250 251 
Wellington 10,270 1,693 1,420 
Total 234,757 30,019 20,393 
Districts 
Algoma 9,368 2,470 1,599 
Cochrane 8,263 1,492 1,071 
Kenora 3,857 2 1126 
Manitoulin 1,049 0 88 
Nipissing 6,999 1,436 692 
Parry Sound 3,862 4 420 
Rainy River 2,432 82 421 
Sudbury 1,691 0 88 
Thunder Bay P77 5,228 D221 
Timiskaming 5,463 140 Sh/1/ 
Total 55,262 10,855 8,102 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 664,376 398,774 78,796 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 
(Cont.) 
ie ae 


Environment Services 


Solid Health 
ec ee Wee Water Waste eres 
$000 $000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 85,589 Tez 55,209 48,701 
Durham 9,340 8,448 4,027 2,558 
Haldimand-Norfolk 2,331 1,687 889 1,602 
Halton 8,751 6,084 2) 4,072 
Hamilton- Wentworth 17,720 14,622 10,258 6,881 
Niagara 16,046 12,061 5,446 4,413 
Ottawa-Carleton 21,776 18,435 S702 11,869 
Peel 18,039 16,578 6,884 4,258 
Sudbury 8,957 Sh 1,864 3,623 
Waterloo 11,368 7,236 3,282 4,374 
York 4,190 4,591 8,325 3,656 
Muskoka 1,050 895 570 1,554 
Oxford 2,369 2,187 964 1,426 
Total 207,525 169,852 106,135 98,987 
Counties 
Brant 2,957 2,907 840 1,310 
Bruce 1,129 1,501 727 854 
Dufferin 513 344 230 139 
Elgin 1,453 1,594 707 834 
Essex 13,356 10,176 4,894 3,059 
Frontenac 2,162 2,874 1,793 2,793 
Grey 1,683 1,688 875 1,293 
Haliburton 174 134 113 239 
Hastings 3,231 BED 55 907 2,263 
Huron 1,116 1,232 425 eitefil 
Kent 3,404 3,872 1,140 1,837 
Lambton 4,193 4,670 PG 1,684 
Lanark 992 1,344 428 225 
Leeds and Grenville 1,601 1,754 734 1,564 
Lennox and Addington 476 639 254 400 
Middlesex 13,009 8,873 4,985 4,013 
Northumberland 1,331 1,930 HiS2, 2,646 
Perth 1,470 1,142 667 1,224 
Peterborough 2 2N2 2,895 843 1,891 
Prescott and Russell 634 863 436 229 
Prince Edward 355 357 209 Peta | 
Renfrew 1,469 1,887 817 1,626 
Simcoe 6,011 4,479 2,427 3,065 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 3,006 2,928 1,037 1,858 
Victoria 656 725 601 766 
Wellington 2,581 2,314 1,020 1,805 
Total TALKS 66,676 29,137 38,999 
Districts 
Algoma 3,693 2,762 eS 2,107 
Cochrane 2,463 2,475 1,176 1,799 
Kenora 1,563 Jy 702 1,471 
Manitoulin 59 133 54 46 
Nipissing 3,149 2293 593 1,797 
Parry Sound 635 445 339 588 
Rainy River 714 654 225 478 
Sudbury 411 363 265 233 
Thunder Bay 4,665 4,244 2,278 2eSi6 
Timiskaming 1,598 1,216 469 896 
Total 18,951 16,342 7,615 11731 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 297,652 252,870 142,887 149,717 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 
(Cont.) 
Recreation 
and Cultural 
Social and Family Services Services 
General Assistance Assistance Parks 
Assistance to Aged to Children and Rec. 
$000 $000 $000 $000 

Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 90,518 65,616 65,317 114,394 
Durham 10,172 8,633 3,607 12,387 
Haldimand-Norfolk 20H 3,917 995 2,544 
Halton 2,385 4,343 2,825 10,628 
Hamilton- Wentworth ODDS) 6,574 3,602 13,262 
Niagara 10,379 11,420 5,043 11,290 
Ottawa-Carleton 23,825 11,684 19,309 28,226 
Peel 4,979 6,619 6,833 17,199 
Sudbury 8,008 2,705 2,957 7,495 
Waterloo 9,099 3,540 4,745 11,910 
York 2,149 2,467 3,887 8,756 
Muskoka 882 1,228 723 1,345 
Oxford 1,492 2,345 1,014 2,844 
Total 187,327 131,093 120,857 242,280 

Counties 
Brant 2,580 4,127 22353 BAS 
Bruce 581 DOW 699 2,408 
Dufferin 272 1,816 418 829 
Elgin 730 3,686 573 1,346 
Essex 9,266 6,284 6,724 10,508 
Frontenac 3,655 4,249 12535 4,105 
Grey 1,679 2,189 1,040 2,407 
Haliburton 185 823 97 438 
Hastings Ret.is) 2,847 1,362 3) ese) 
Huron 383 2,900 850 2,014 
Kent 1,254 3,159 1,716 3), 388 
Lambton 2,360 5,728 1,844 4,529 
Lanark 1,176 2,781 898 1,286 
Leeds and Grenville Wall 2,678 817 1,928 
Lennox and Addington 508 1,403 35) 910 
Middlesex 7,830 7,373 55253 We 
Northumberland 1,387 1,319 729 1,850 
Perth 837 1 7A 1,044 2,197 
Peterborough 3,019 2,189 1,160 3,167 
Prescott and Russell 2,965 1,309 1,136 2,369 
Prince Edward 179 729 290 310 
Renfrew 1,529 5,393 1,160 2,892 
Simcoe B22, 3,298 2133 6,204 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry DONS 2,004 1,834 3,610 
Victoria 532 1,667 386 SiS 
Wellington 4,036 i735 1,705 4,465 
Total SROMT WS, 223) 38,107 80,523 

Districts 
Algoma Basi 4,481 22331 5,193 
Cochrane 2,342 4,041 2,676 4,327 
Kenora 606 2,356 23133 1,749 
Manitoulin 82 947 eae: 431 
Nipissing 1,942 3,538 1,076 3,242 
Parry Sound 619 1,925 547 1,077 
Rainy River 282 1,909 616 1,259 
Sudbury yl 76 318 1,093 
Thunder Bay 5,219 9,240 3,816 9,564 
Timiskaming 1,140 869 779 LEO 
Total 15,781 29,382 15,023 29,705 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 260,184 235,709 178,988 352,508 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 
(Concluded) 
Recreation and Cultural 
Services (Cont.) In Year 
Total Surplus 
Libraries Planning Expenditure (Deficit) 
$000 $000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 3 IPA 26,021 1,539,949 28,274 
Durham 3,407 4,228 134,833 (2,268) 
Haldimand-Norfolk 582 1,395 36,454 88 
Halton 3,947 2,037 96,168 105 
Hamilton- Wentworth 10,324 7,884 234,672 (67) 
Niagara 5,314 4,702 172,069 12) 
Ottawa-Carleton 8,299 13,997 361,122 608 
Peel 6,408 4,266 190,310 17212 
Sudbury 1,667 2,714 95,117 233 
Waterloo 5,305 3,505 157,040 35233 
York 3,044 DeSiil 92,246 1,774 
Muskoka 273 589 18,301 283 
Oxford 853 1,651 35,652 581 
Total 123,146 75,360 3,163,935 355262) 
Counties 
Brant 997 1,096 48,401 900 
Bruce 502 915 275351 (32) 
Dufferin 150 413 11,426 49 
Elgin 848 1,301 28,396 (400) 
Essex 5,264 4,969 151,987 807 
Frontenac 1,397 1,769 50,734 979 
Grey 991 1,076 32,387 (122) 
Haliburton 163 120 6,470 (18) 
Hastings 983 1,560 48 ,688 372 
Huron 593 1,769 26,387 406 
Kent 1,188 2,650 48,770 579 
Lambton 1,991 492071 62,949 (456) 
Lanark 318 763 20,336 32 
Leeds and Grenville 631 680 28,828 BID 
Lennox and Addington 248 657 12,811 214 
Middlesex 5,917 3,760 136,988 1,479 
Northumberland 279 728 26,098 104 
Perth 747 2,303 27,835 (270) 
Peterborough 863 880 42,771 DOA 
Prescott and Russell 335 853 21,204 (179) 
Prince Edward 246 264 6,917 (207) 
Renfrew 537 982 34,454 663 
Simcoe 2,031 2,816 76,697 397 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 1,019 3,110 46,446 1,005 
Victoria 373 611 17,500 (29) 
Wellington 1,673 1,554. 50,340 120 
Total 30,286 41,826 1,093,169 6,991 
Districts 
Algoma 1,383 2,380 59,247 2,195 
Cochrane 820 1,126 44,946 230 
Kenora 563 1,153 24,485 (379) 
Manitoulin 139 202 4,022 (14) 
Nipissing 741 818 38,909 (499) 
Parry Sound 151 Die ISSN (75) 
Rainy River 417 525 13,235 13 
Sudbury 198 189 7,036 (66) 
Thunder Bay 2,986 3,330 88,947 (118) 
Total 7,822 10,942 314,533 1212 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 161,254 128,128 4,571,636 43,466 
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Capital Fund—Financing Table 4 
Own Funds 
Revenue Reserves and Own Purpose 
Fund Reserve Funds Borrowing 
$000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 54,714 21,068 140,050 
Durham 8,505 10,768 18,920 
Haldimand-Norfolk 3,340 1,094 1,510 
Halton 5,954 10,529 9,276 
Hamilton-Wentworth 18,800 22,675 4,806 
Niagara 8,082 5,386 14,518 
Ottawa-Carleton 4,378 30,627 7,003 
Peel 6,500 22,881 21,833 
Sudbury 3,761 2716 0) 
Waterloo 5,492 20,940 252) 
York 7,259 8,870 S52 
Muskoka 1,160 425 0) 
Oxford 3,583 223 4,558 
Total SHU Sy27) 158,201 HORS PT) 
Counties 
Brant Sie le 2,154 754 
Bruce 2,360 INS 2,248 
Dufferin 604 92 236 
Elgin 1,652 385 1,908 
Essex 4,418 4,419 11,971 
Frontenac 2,993 785 2124: 
Grey 2,853 242 1,756 
Haliburton 569 110 400 
Hastings SAL L6 941 136 
Huron 2,326 435 2,280 
Kent 4,658 338 Tie 
Lambton 4,583 1,287 67/2 
Lanark 1,875 320 145 
Leeds and Grenville 1,811 415 4,246 
Lennox and Addington 852 88 Sil 
Middlesex 6,348 A313 3,304 
Northumberland 1,658 350 854 
Perth 4,260 438 boil 
Peterborough 15935 550 2.959 
Prescott and Russell 1,920 339 840 
Prince Edward 554 73 92 
Renfrew 1,763 418 1,649 
Simcoe 8,155 3,381 B18) 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 3,216 889 11,641 
Victoria 1,354 765 272 
Wellington 2,593 3,506 1,406 
Total 73,538 27,748 TZ 2N2 
Districts 
Algoma 4,448 294 506 
Cochrane Lea 975 5,419 
Kenora 3,385 403 714 
Manitoulin 150 87 (472) 
Nipissing 1,344 379 2,229 
Parry Sound 975 203 0 
Rainy River LTH, 69 19/ 
Sudbury 646 174 24 
Thunder Bay 8,672 Sie 4,397 
Timiskaming eS il 613 596 
Total 24,719 8,920 133730 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 229,784 194,869 314,219 
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Capital Fund—Financing Table 4 
(Concluded) 
Ontario 

Assistance Other Sources Total 
$000 $000 $000 

Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 69,406 48,649 333,888 
Durham 10,450 7,402 56,045 
Haldimand-Norfolk 3,428 529 9,901 
Halton 9,473 1,947 37,179 
Hamilton- Wentworth 16,720 2,203 65,204 
Niagara 12,877 3,397 44,259 
Ottawa-Carleton 21.600 5,301 68,908 
Peel 14,333 8,499 74,046 
Sudbury 6,552 344 13,373 
Waterloo 8,954 1,465 37,103 
York 9,134 SIS 39,992 
Muskoka 3,431 905 5,921 
Oxford 2,956 1,598 12,917 
Total 189,314 91,415 798,735 

Counties 
Brant 3,302 718 10,040 
Bruce 2,582 1,237 9,140 
Dufferin 1,077 369 2,378 
Elgin ig5355 1,072 6,551 
Essex 9,464 4,866 35,139 
Frontenac 3,037 561 10,099 
Grey 3,340 798 8,989 
Haliburton 1,230 236 2,545 
Hastings 22925 1,832 10,949 
Huron 2,900 1,626 9,566 
Kent 5,167 1,426 18,962 
Lambton 10,030 4,134 25,705 
Lanark 1,469 730 4,539 
Leeds and Grenville 4,709 i153 12,334 
Lennox and Addington 1,784 141 3,180 
Middlesex 8,141 3,819 25,925 
Northumberland 3,095 795 65753: 
Perth 23633 841 9,483 
Peterborough 2,678 806 8,928 
Prescott and Russell 4,400 295 7,794 
Prince Edward 441 12 Teta 
Renfrew 4,491 749 9,070 
Simcoe 4,628 1,562 23,449 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 8,474 12,014 36,233 
Victoria 2,483 208 5,082 
Wellington 5,123 1,958 14,580 
Total 101,137 43,957 318,593 

Districts 
Algoma 5,749 552511 16,227 
Cochrane 9,595 1,454 19,214 
Kenora 4,926 640 10,069 
Manitoulin 748 92 606 
Nipissing 2,176 353 6,781 
Parry Sound 1,367 344 2,890 
Rainy River 851 521 2,634 
Sudbury 655 (200) 1,299 
Thunder Bay 8,064 3,709 30,564 
Total 37,036 12,262 96,667 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 327,488 147,634 1,213,994 
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Capital Fund—Applications Table 5 
Transportation Services 
General 

Government Protection Roads Transit Other 
$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 

Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 16,491 11,345 47,811 50,620 1,544 
Durham 1,456 O72 eS 2 461 1,549 
Haldimand-Norfolk 750 737 5,343 0 61 
Halton W222 927 12,451 361 539 
Hamilton- Wentworth 763 833 12,598 3 339 
Niagara 1,033 1,060 13,214 2,162 170 
Ottawa-Carleton 2,194 2,973 29,904 Ssh l7/ 547 
Peel 7,358 AL yoy) 26,935 1,745 436 
Sudbury 983 386 6,820 179 8 
Waterloo 2,057 651 13,939 440 200 
York 3,641 868 14,284 698 95 
Muskoka 142 226 3,267 0 9 
Oxford 965 480 3,974 1 22D 
Total 38,555 26,310 207,691 61,987 5,718 

Counties 
Brant 22) 274 4,219 165 61 
Bruce lel? 129 B05 0 81 
Dufferin 279 10 11 S370) 0 0) 
Elgin 882 298 2,314 11 145 
Essex 4,297 959 12,452 2,845 2,624 
Frontenac 206 983 2,830 85 358 
Grey 365 508 4,281 2 ily 
Haliburton 47 16 1,520 0 1 
Hastings 2,240 207 5,015 0 385 
Huron 239 295 3,808 0 105 
Kent 2,367 1,133 7,109 0 342 
Lambton 3,768 559 SOF 101 299 
Lanark 233) POL hs) 0 92 
Leeds and Grenville 1,110 255 S017, 0) 230 
Lennox and Addington S371, 62 1,651 0 9 
Middlesex 2,489 875 9,676 S75 (IG 
Northumberland 483 118 S14 0 31 
Perth 1,565 458 4,163 210 191 
Peterborough 221 835 3,957 259 68 
Prescott and Russell 671 265 4,523 0 3 
Prince Edward 112 86 828 0 0) 
Renfrew 446 187 3,901 0) 105 
Simcoe 1,440 950 9,275 35 396 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 1,705 105 4,445 DOS 31 
Victoria 308 62 3,100 719 46 
Wellington 1,002 240 5,687 3 498 
Total 30,298 10,043 115,241 4,667 6,275 

Districts 
Algoma 269 321 5,490 218 1,816 
Cochrane 193 294 2,506 61 419 
Kenora 276 315 2,204 0) 982 
Manitoulin 12 57 823 0 99 
Nipissing 200 320 2,269 102 35 
Parry Sound 144 237) 1,249 0 315 
Rainy River 502 25 847 9 149 
Sudbury 135 50 545 0 3 
Thunder Bay 2,705 585 6,290 1,205 3,972 
Timiskaming 902 80 Seq Tal 3 90 
Total 5,339 2,284 25,500 1,600 7,880 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 74,192 38,636 348 431 68,253 19,873 


2 


eS SSE SSE SSS ST SSE 


Capital Fund—Applications Table 5 
(Cont.) 
Environmental Services 
Sewers Water Solid Waste Health 
$000 $000 $000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 60,761 25,433 5,943 2,444 
Durham 13,408 9,149 527 45 
Haldimand-Norfolk 874 1,851 113 374 
Halton 4,339 6,392 Se 196 
Hamilton-Wentworth 10,372 5,736 2,191 27 
Niagara S575) 7,265 Dail 155 
Ottawa-Carleton Heels) 2,392 897 248 
Peel 13,474 7,616 2,447 10 
Sudbury 1,634 2,073 150 75 
Waterloo 9,649 5,267 429 17 
York 9,702 BRUS § 34 
Muskoka 94 558 86 6 
Oxford 1,616 671 0 250 
Total 154,314 76,678 13,562 3,881 
Counties 
Brant SOD 1,176 0 8 
Bruce 559 793 131 6 
Dufferin 590 134 28 0 
Elgin 983) 466 3 0 
Essex L783 STE 39 34 
Frontenac 6,815 320 0 313 
Grey 1,348 238 141 20 
Haliburton Tai 456 4 2 
Hastings 334 IPecll ffl iy Ngl 
Huron 542 390 0 156 
Kent 3,719 769 61 30 
Lambton 10,691 738 125 16 
Lanark 443 428 0 5 
Leeds and Grenville 2,680 1,597 4 28 
Lennox and Addington 1,312 37 13 i 
Middlesex 6,486 1,583 276 19 
Northumberland 760 583 2 2) 
Perth 85 298 0 48 
Peterborough 657 746 62 395 
Prescott and Russell 205 216 il9/ 0 
Prince Edward 123 40 0) 0) 
Renfrew 226 694 13 PAI 
Simcoe 12762 DSP 148 600 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 455 354 192 10 
Victoria 514 19 262 100 
Wellington OLS 536 7 722 
Total 65,274 19,565 1,548 22538 
Districts 
Algoma 294 879 60 36 
Cochrane 6,865 2,599 36 191 
Kenora 2,229 Pel 97 Dy 
Manitoulin 0 8 0 19 
Nipissing 1,465 493 0 54 
Parry Sound 0 55 23 ae 
Rainy River 203 76 4 20 
Sudbury 154 246 0 13 
Thunder Bay 35535 2,052 723 61 
Timiskaming 666 69 0 29 
Total 15,409 6,694 442 697 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 234,997 102,937 153552 7,116 
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Capital Fund—Applications Table 5 
(Cont.) 
Social And 
Family Services Recreation Planning Total 
$000 $000 $000 $000 

Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 49,479 24,935 10,389 307,195 
Durham 191 8) P 1,642 50,364 
Haldimand-Norfolk 92 1,119 402 11,716 
Halton 137 BxO27 71 29 684 
Hamilton-Wentworth 49 9,414 7,563 49,888 
Niagara 248 2,708 1,139 44,660 
Ottawa-Carleton 261 14,338 8,007 80,215 
Peel 405 8,696 16 73,690 
Sudbury 20 4,037 985 17,350 
Waterloo 7 8,058 Pi 41,941 
York 50 4,659 704 37,015 
Muskoka 35 1,461 279 6,163 
Oxford D5 347 4,044 12,595 
Total 50,999 86,311 36,467 762,473 

Counties 
Brant 8 595 748 13,093 
Bruce 6 730 120 TpOS2 
Dufferin 118 262 239 3,030 
Elgin 11 270 936 6,609 
Essex 39 3273 7,928 49,034 
Frontenac 9 875 1,811 14,877 
Grey 42 948 335 8,245 
Haliburton 4 374 24 DSS 
Hastings 3 756 673 10,801 
Huron 53 588 963 9,239 
Kent 20 1,089 WBS 18,394 
Lambton 64 1,430 3,088 26,586 
Lanark 1 561 392 4,082 
Leeds and Grenville 7 761 669 12,358 
Lennox and Addington 5 161 166 3,754 
Middlesex 140 1,297 6,818 30,391 
Northumberland 0 LeS5 463 6,871 
Perth 194 797 1,904 9,913 
Peterborough 3 1,985 780 9,968 
Prescott and Russell 19 i257) ahs 7,947 
Prince Edward 14 38 0 1,241 
Renfrew 13 1,452 IROS2 8,110 
Simcoe 2 1,949 1,848 20,917 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 50 1259 ZAR 30,546 
Victoria 315 444 442 5,691 
Wellington 1 725 582 16,718 
Total 1,143 25,192 56,421 338,205 

Districts 
Algoma 76 2,874 2.133 15,466 
Cochrane 25 3,567 792 17,548 
Kenora 29 2,898 888 10,362 
Manitoulin 0) 184 62 764 
Nipissing 20 355 913 6,226 
Parry Sound 64 361 240 2eIB5 
Rainy River 92 390 Boll 2,668 
Sudbury 55 287 84 13572 
Thunder Bay 792 6,056 6,623 34,097 
Timiskaming 89 514 229 6,448 
Total 1,242 17,485 Less 97,887 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 53,384 128,988 106,204 1,198,563 


114 


a ST SSS SETS SS ES EEE 


Capital Fund—Applications Table 5 
(Concluded) 
Accumulated 
In Year Balance Balance 
$000 $000 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto (26,693) 17,166 
Durham (5,681) 5,677 
Haldimand-Norfolk 1,815 2,338 
Halton (7,495) 6,893 
Hamilton-Wentworth (15,316) (29,513) 
Niagara 401 8,706 
Ottawa-Carleton 11,307 46,183 
Peel (356) (15,042) 
Sudbury 3,977 122415 
Waterloo 4,838 3,855 
York (2,977) 4,356 
Muskoka 242 1,354 
Oxford (322) 4,919 
Total (36,262) 69,307 
Counties 
Brant 3,053 6,853 
Bruce (1,888) 1,160 
Dufferin 652 971 
Elgin 58 1,345 
Essex 13,895 16,703 
Frontenac 4,778 8,545 
Grey (744) 2,558 
Haliburton (20) 161 
Hastings (148) 1,645 
Huron (327) E235 
Kent (568) 5,690 
Lambton 881 5,192 
Lanark (457) 387 
Leeds and Grenville 24 2,828 
Lennox and Addington 574 1,262 
Middlesex 4,446 (1,064) 
Northumberland 118 ghey 
Perth 430 1,397 
Peterborough 1,040 85598) 
Prescott and Russell 1533) 2,070 
Prince Edward 70 70 
Renfrew (960) 1,230 
Simcoe (532) 2,926 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry (5,687) 6,588 
Victoria 609 797 
Wellington 2, BYP 5,330 
Total 19,612 81,256 
Districts 
Algoma (761) 3,468 
Cochrane (1,666) 550 
Kenora 293 787 
Manitoulin 158 308 
Nipissing (555) 3,194 
Parry Sound (155) 165 
Rainy River 34 347 
Sudbury 273 allayil 
Thunder Bay 3,553 8,229 
Timiskaming 65 453 
Total 1,220 19,252 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL (15,431) 169,815 
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Municipal Debt Table 6 
ee 
Total 
Long Term Debt Revenue Fund 
Outstanding Debt Charges Expenditures 
$000 $000 % Municipal 
Regions 
Metropolitan Toronto 1,085,551 174,957 WEF 
Durham 104,952 10,494 8.0 
Haldimand-Norfolk 16,496 2,176 6.2 
Halton 88,335 9,663 10.3 
Hamilton-Wentworth 157,864 D292, 10.2 
Niagara 132,009 17,180 10.2 
Ottawa-Carleton 286,510 42,985 W283 
Peel SIE 377. 18.557 10.0 
Sudbury 71,756 11,297 12.4 
Waterloo 48 ,650 10,449 6.9 
York 45,915 6,120 6.9 
Muskoka 5,397 858 5.0 
Oxford 23,882 3,340 9.6 
Total 2,218,695 BSi370) 10.8 
Counties 
Brant 14,159 B32) 5.0 
Bruce 14,068 1,566 5.9 
Dufferin 33 WS 6.8 
Elgin 13,881 2,465 9.0 
Essex 123,370 17,457 11.8 
Frontenac 30,825 3,708 Voll 
Grey 9,890 1,800 5.8 
Haliburton 976 169 Dal 
Hastings 21,386 3/21 8.0 
Huron 14,875 2,148 8.4 
Kent 34,255 SJ, Pil 11.4 
Lambton 42,942 7,690 1350 
Lanark 3,943 W255 6.4 
Leeds and Grenville 15,338 2,226 8.0 
Lennox and Addington 5,973 1,075 9.0 
Middlesex 79,294 14,455 ile@) 
Northumberland 8,887 1,249 520 
Perth 13,986 2,423 9.0 
Peterborough 26,684 3,834 9.4 
Prescott and Russell 9,821 1,445 Wei 
Prince Edward 1,962 286 4.5 
Renfrew 14,655 1,684 S20) 
Simcoe 38,990 4,773 6.4 
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry 38,976 4,997 iit 
Victoria 4,045 651 3.9 
Wellington 25,690 3,816 7.9 
Total 612,204 93,293 8.9 
Districts 
Algoma 3,253 5,873 10.3 
Cochrane 20,388 3,052 U2 
Kenora 5,637 907 al 
Manitoulin 31358! 98 BS) 
Nipissing 27,151 3,299 9.0 
Parry Sound 2,642 408 353 
Rainy River 3,113 568 4.5 
Sudbury 2,035 249 Sio7/ 
Thunder Bay 46,689 5,382 6.3 
Timiskaming 5,109 796 4.0 
Total 144,550 20,632 6.9 
PROVINCIAL TOTAL 2,975,449 445,295 10.1 
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Appendix B 


Detailed Municipal Financial Data by Province 


Table 1: Demographics 

Table 2: Revenue Fund—Revenues 
Table 3: Revenue Fund—Expenditures 
Table 4: Capital Fund—Expenditures 
Table 5: - Total Expenditures 

Table 6: Municipal—Long Term Debt 
Table 7: School Boards 


ity 


Demographics Table 1 
No. Of 
Municipalities Population Households 

Province 1979 1977 1978-1979 T7T  s78 ag7e 

000 000 000 000 000 000 
Ontario 836 8,274 8,319 8,384 3,052) Sh3Gn SRLS 
New Brunswick IVINS 677 677 677 210 211 213 
Quebec 15572 6,306 6,384 n/a DOOR 23222 68 
Manitoba 202 981 981 981 369 369 Sf 
Alberta 330 Isekoss. UA AS) AL (O)ita 564 578 622 
British Columbia 141 2,494 2,530 2,570 860 873 866 


Demographics Table 1 (Continued) 
Density-Population/ 
Urban Population Rural Population Square Mile 
Province IRS W/a 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 


000 000 000 000 000 000 


Ontario 6,556 6,581 6,638 1,718 1,738 1,746 24.0 24.1 24.4 
New Brunswick 435 435 435 242 242 242 Pit 2.4 DRA 
Quebec n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 12.0 ey n/a 
Manitoba Tsu 758 758 224 228) 228 4.6 4.6 4.6 
Alberta 1,461 17521 1,593 407 408 418 a5 7.8 8.1 
British Columbia 2,141 2,192 2,246 308 338 324 6.9 7.0 We 
Demographics Table 1 (Concluded) 
Average 
Taxable Assessment Household Income Gross Provincial Product 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$000 $000 $000 $ $ $ $M $M $M 
Ontario 31,326 32,596 33,681 18,049* 19,693 21,089 82,047 88,900 99,600 
New Brunswick 6,348 ees 72669) 14282) 15,4 SE Sao, On 3,662 4,058 4,598 
Quebec NTO SyAN GAY) n/a 16,185 17,990 19,750 50,906 56,220 63,064 
Manitoba 2,598 2 107 2,828 14,904 14,138* 17,848 8,588 9,389 10,476 
Alberta 6,460 7595) 16509 172550 n/a 21,597 Prsyoulih BAS -C)eish Sisy-(O8/ 
British Columbia 11247 12-283" 134590. 16x80 19150N 21106 25,137 27,894 325264 
* Estimate 


Revenue Fund—Revenues Table 2 
ERIS sae i cel a tS a A ae rats ee SD be 
Taxation 
General Municipal Charges Total 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978  -1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 1,538 1,640 1,804 125 145 163 1663 eee 85 1,967 
New Brunswick 48 56 62 n/a n/a n/a 48 56 62 
Quebec 931 1,070 1,040 245 265 238 LG 1335) 1,278 
Manitoba 158 Lia, 19] ngl. ngl. ngl. 158 1 7e7/ 191 
Alberta 282 324 356 108 131 151 390 455 507 
British Columbia 387 411 435 121 132 142 507 543 577 


EAE RE FLEET AS SS PSE MS RSE BL FT a ST 5 ESS ET Fa I ATP TE ET] 
Revenue Fund—Revenues Table 2 (Continued) 


Provincial Assistance 


Unconditional Grants Conditional Grants Payments-in-Lieu 


Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
a a ee ree ak a ae ss Te 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 420 459 487 YR? 789 854 66 Vi 78 
New Brunswick 4] 47 52 6 7 8 n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 451 496 466 93 107 97 31 34 20 
Manitoba 21 19 51 | D2 11 25 ay 29 
Alberta 178 198 460* 70 87 761* 19 19 23 
British Columbia 123 148 166 11 10 7/ 13 16 20 


* Alberta: Municipal Debt Reduction Program 


Table 2 (Concluded) 


Total Revenues 


1977 1978 


Revenue Fund—Revenues 


Other Revenue 


1977 1978 


Fees and Service Charges 


Province 1977 1978 1979 1979 1979 


$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 639 125 810 319 440 419 35829 45275") 4.615 
New Brunswick ibs 16 18 6 7 4 116 133 144 
Quebec 119 138 109 286 350 243 2056) 25460 Se 16 
Manitoba 1] 11 13 68 85 94 304 355 389 
Alberta 59 67 Ha) 218 247 327 934 1,038 PISS 
British Columbia n/a n/a n/a 224 262 324 878 979 1,104 


ee eee eee 


* Alberta: Municipal Debt Reduction Program 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 


Protection 

General Government Police 

Local Provincial Local 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 365 430 457 1,929 3,258 2,948 373 408 445 
New Brunswick 9 9 11 182 201 225 14 16 19 
Quebec 310 370 352 1329 2.192) 27205 102 174 166 
Manitoba 34 37 40 110 248 361 32 35 39 
Alberta 80 84 91 407 320 566 67 81 91 
British Columbia 64 dal Wal 418 521 595 83 93 105 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Protection (Cont'd) 
Police Fire 
Provincial Local Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 118 123 135 219 236 260 3 3 4 
New Brunswick 7 9 11 16 NG) 20 ngl. 2» ngl. 
Quebec 136 142 WS) 100 114 105 4 5 6 
Manitoba 11 12 14 25 Di 30 0) 0) 0 
Alberta 30 43 48 49 56 64 0 0 0 
British Columbia 30 35 40 65 71 80 16 28 36 
Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Protection (Cont'd) 
Other Protection Total 
Local Provincial Local 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 89 101 107 135) 269 302 681 745 812 
New Brunswick 2 2, 3 iL 9) 16 19 32 35 42 
Quebec 13 1. 14 170 230 198 DNS 299 285 
Manitoba 7 7 14 18 19 19 64 70 84 
Alberta 12 16 19 69 93 107 128 ilsy3) 174 
British Columbia 15 ng 18 122 173} 193 163 181 202 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Protection Transportation 
Total Roads 
Provincial Local ___ Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
eieeehiipad Gareeeee eee bee cor Ne eee eee 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 256 396 44] 607 629 664 543 578 615 
New Brunswick 25 26 30 n/a n/a n/a 37 37) 39 
Quebec 311 SHI 379 226 254 236 255 533) 308) 
Manitoba 29 31 48 36 38 44 54 38 106 
Alberta 99 136 S55 120 167 223) 42 47 62 
British Columbia 168 251 269 n/a n/a n/a 240 223 245 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Ee 
Transportation 
Transit Other Transportation 
Local Provincial Local 

Province Ia 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 ~—- 1978 1979 
ee re 8 ee a ee 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 348 381 399 66 160 124 59 74 79 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a 0) 0 0) n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 56 78 23 89 260 152 45 49 40 
Manitoba i 11 20 0 0 0 21 pip. 26 
Alberta* 61 76 86 ngl. 5} 13 7) 18 25 
British Columbia n/a n/a n/a 10 8 25 n/a n/a n/a 


* Excludes grants for capital purposes (1977-$65M; 1978-$63M; 1979-$99M) 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Transportation 
Other Transportation Total 
Provincial Local Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 “1978 1979 1977 = 1978 LOTS 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 37 36 29 1,014 1,084 1,142 645 Tip 769 
New Brunswick 12 1S 17 26 29 30 49 5) 56 
Quebec 50 63 74 327 382 330 393 856 549 
Manitoba 43 37 13 68 71 90 97 74 120 
Alberta 21 16 DS 198 262 oiahe 63 68 100 
British Columbia 170 107 99 93 104 Nile 419 338 369 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 


Environment 


Sewers Water 

Local Provincial Local 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

ee eae ri a ee Oe 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 240 252 298 0 0) 0 212, 234 2S 
New Brunswick 10 11 13 0) 0 0) 23 18 19 
Quebec 17 17 17 30 35 0) VW 85 101 
Manitoba 9 10 11 0 0 0) 18 20 3 
Alberta 19 20 WD) 0) 0 0 34 46 53 
British Columbia 27 30 34 iS) 22 25 46 50 Si 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures 


Table 3 (Continued) 


Water 
Provincial 

Province 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M 
Ontario 2 5 6 
New Brunswick 1 1 | 
Quebec 21 28 4] 
Manitoba 12 8 12 
Alberta 2? 13 16 
British Columbia 3 3 3 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures 


Environment (Cont’d) 


Other 

Local Provincial 
1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M 
111 14] 143 239 261 264 
3 4 4 5 5 I 
78 87 77 5 6 vi 
11 11 12 4 4 al 
25 28 33 27 15 20 
29 31 53 30 36 45 


Table 3 (Continued) 


Environment (Cont'd) Health 
Total Total 
Local Provincial Local 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 563 627 694 241 266 270 PAT 131 150 
New Brunswick 36 38 36 a) 6 8 n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 167 189 194 56 69 48 20* 20* 15* 
Manitoba 38 42 45 17 12 19 3 4 4 
Alberta 78 94 108 50 28 37 13 8 ie 
British Columbia 102 111 124 48 61 73 1g i 20 
* Quebec: Health/Social and Family 
Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Health (Cont’d) Social and Family Services 
Total General Assistance 
Provincial Local Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 3,630) 3,916) 545221 206 DBT 260 736 754 807 
New Brunswick 230 253 301 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 
Quebec PROEAV  “AGESS) SB etelokes n/a* n/a* n/a* 888 988 ibe lhie 
Manitoba 295 484 542 11 11 7 78 135 149 
Alberta 619 783 909 12 22 20 0 227 208 
British Columbia LOLA eele 2 eles) 36 ) 28 370 334 377 


* Quebec: Health/Social and Family 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Social and Family Services (Cont’d) 
Assistance to Aged Assistance to Children 
Locai Provincial Local 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 

Ontario 189 211 236 0 0 0 187 159 179 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec n/a* n/a* n/a* 219 253 10 n/a* n/a* n/a* 
Manitoba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 0 
Alberta 3 4 5 37 38 0 0 0 0 
British Columbia 0 0 0 0) 0) 0 0 0 0 


* Quebec: Health/Social and Family 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Social and Family Services (Cont’d) 
Assistance to Children Other 
Provincial Local Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario WS 247 335 0 0) 0 310 210 180 
New Brunswick 0 0) 0 n/a n/a n/a 134 146 137 
Quebec 40 59 113 n/a* n/a* n/a* 69 195 430 
Manitoba 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 26 5 
Alberta 209 0 45 ngl. ngl. ngl. 145 59 25 
British Columbia 55 60 67 0 0 0 16 28 31 


* Quebec: Health/Social and Family 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Social and Family Services Recreation and Culture 
Total Parks and Recreation 
Local Provincial Local 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 

Ontario 532 602 679 152225 121 e322 n/a n/a n/a 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a 133 146 137 n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec n/a* n/a* n/a* 12 ee 495665 n/a n/a n/a 
Manitoba 11 11 7 132 161 153 n/a n/a n/a 
Alberta 15 26 HES 392 324 278 n/a n/a n/a 
British Columbia 36 27 28 44] 422 475 n/a n/a n/a 


* Quebec: Health/Social and Family 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Recreation and Culture 
Parks and Recreation Libraries 
Provincial Local Provincial 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 34 18 22 n/a n/a n/a 40 40 44 
New Brunswick 1 1 1 n/a n/a n/a 3 3 3 
Quebec 101 74 89 n/a n/a n/a 0 13 15 
Manitoba 24 19 12 n/a n/a n/a 0 0) 0 
Alberta 46 0 26 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 
British Columbia 28 34 31 n/a n/a n/a 4 4 5 
La TT IIT II ET TDS BETTE OL ASE TORT EL ELUTE ESTEE REE LISS OLS DEE ITS EDT DONS LEED a 
Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 

Recreation and Culture 
Other Cultural Total 
Local Provincial Local 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario n/a n/a n/a 114 12H 64 446 486 514 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a 5 9 10 10 11 12 
Quebec n/a n/a n/a 80 133 86 177 202 171* 
Manitoba n/a n/a n/a 0 0) 42 38 42 44 
Alberta n/a n/a n/a se 0 30 74 91 111 
British Columbia n/a n/a n/a 5 i 8 86* 97 109 


* Estimated 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Recreation and Culture Planning 
Total Total 
Provincial Local Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 =—1978 1979 
tiie io eles -) eee) ORE ne Mee 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 188 180 130 107 115 128 380 317 301 
New Brunswick 8 12 14 3 3 3 26 35 42 
Quebec 180 230 190 36 40 44 117 147 157 
Manitoba 24 19 56 6 6 7 20 24 32 
Alberta 63 0 56 18 21 24 138 50 133 
British Columbia 36 45 44 12 17 18 68 52 82 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditure Table 3 (Continued) 
ee ee eS eS ee 
Other Expenditure Fiscal Services* 
Local Provincial Local 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario n/a n/a n/a 730 774 376 714 788 830 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a 44 67 54 19 21 26 
Quebec n/a n/a n/a 505 496 544 1,042 1,114 1,016 
Manitoba n/a n/a n/a 54 38 45 dik 89 93 
Alberta n/a n/a n/a 269 Dlg 308 222 244 =1,264 
British Columbia n/a n/a n/a 188 186 DESI 263 359 413 


oo] 55 EE EE eee 


* Includes Provincial Expenditures on School Boards 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Fiscal Services** Total Expenditures* 
Provincial Local Provincial 

Province 1977 1978 1979 197 lL O78 979 1977 1978 1979 
a eS 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 1,242 1,474 = 1,408 4,543 5,008 5,406 12,334 14,536 14,307 
New Brunswick 86 108 117 135 141 160 95S 126225 
Quebec 610 842 945 2,294 2,616 2,407 DSSS 202s 295 
Manitoba 71 69 82 298 327 415 1,037, 15366) 15665 
Alberta 23 2) 23 826 1,006 2,148 33027, 25492733212 
British Columbia 23 24 23 877 979 lgs0S 3,756 4,148 4,694 


* Includes Provincial Expenditures on School Boards 
** debt charges only 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Education 
Elementary and Secondary Post-Secondary 
Local* Provincial Local 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario n/a n/a n/a 1,871 1,969 2,121 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a 207 219 241 
Quebec n/a n/a n/a 2.2938.) 2.1385) 2,085 not applicable 
Manitoba n/a n/a n/a 188 206 207 
Alberta n/a n/a n/a 650 585 648 
British Columbia n/a n/a n/a 566 597 615 


* See School Boards 
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Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Continued) 
Education 
Post-Secondary Other Education 
Provincial Local Provincial 

Province O77 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 1,252 1,366 1,446 381 68 72 
New Brunswick fie) 78 86 11 13 13) 
Quebec OST 155i 245 not applicable 318 Syl 625 
Manitoba 120 114 121 10 23 18 
Alberta 318 Bulb 348 51 45 Si 
British Columbia 300 352 433 67 88 76 


Revenue Fund—Expenditures Table 3 (Concluded) 


Education 


Total Education 


Local Provincial 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 3,505 3,403 3,639 
New Brunswick 291 310 340 
Quebec not applicable 3,582 3,806 4,116 
Manitoba 318 342 345 
Alberta 1,018 946 1,028 
British Columbia 933 1,037 1,124 


Capital Fund—Expenditures Table 4 
Capital 3-Year Average 
Local Provincial Local Provincial 
Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977-1979 1977-1979 
$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 1,136 1,188 1,198 447 394 493 1,174 445 
New Brunswick 60 58 65 113 279 168 61 187 
Quebec 919 n/a 962 588 586 607 n/a 594 
Manitoba 94 96 87 132 167 184 92 161 
Alberta 666 725 1,078 n/a n/a n/a 823 n/a 
British Columbia 366 286 305 226 201 WS, 319 PVG) 


127 


Total Expenditures Table 5 
Capital and Operating* 
Local Provincial 
Province LO OTS eh OT9 1977 1978 1979- 
eee ea ee ee Ne ee 
$M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario IMS DO IS AOD eetS884 10,910 12,961 12,679 
New Brunswick 195 199 225 S001 S6 sme 50 
Quebec 8) NN) n/a 3,369 7,886 9,653 12,679 
Manitoba 392 423 502 OS Te 32a 18642 
Alberta WPF NT SAS 2,118 1,950 2,564 
British Columbia 13243 1,265) 1-810 30495 3 S12 357195 


* does not include Provincial Expenditures on School Boards 


Municipal—Long Term Debt Table 6 
Long Term Debt Outstanding 3-Year Average In- Year Borrowing 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977-1979 LOTT 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 2S OSMme SoS Pe IRS) 472 285 323 
New Brunswick 209 236 250 232 45 35 29 
Quebec 4,178 4,484 n/a n/a 1,181 1,186 706 
Manitoba 318 422 446 395 58 58 46 
Alberta IE SAY  SsstSil” ILO hss 121 243 239 395 
British Columbia 713 Til 834 766 110 100 146 


School Boards Table 7 
Demographics 
No. of School Boards Enrolment No. of Teachers 
Total 

Province 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
Ee ee ee ede Pee a eee I, kg oe FEES VL oh OEE ON re eee ee ERS 

# 000 000 000 000 000 000 
Ontario 192 1,943 1,902 1,859 92 90 88 
New Brunswick 35 162 159 156 8 8 8 
Quebec 248 1260) leo O7 ial 78, al 68 
Manitoba 57 214 210 205 12 12 12 
Alberta 173 423 422 419 23 23 26 
British Columbia 75 510 501 495 28 28 28 
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School Boards Table 7 (Continued) 
Revenues 
Taxation Provincial Assistance 
Local Provincial Payments-in-Lieu 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 5268 1663 8) 16825 0 0 0 36 38 43 
New Brunswick** n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 653 678 417 n/a n/a n/a 2; a 1 
Manitoba 153 166 185 37 39 41 n/a n/a n/a 
Alberta 161 192 238 68 Tal 91 n/a* n/a* n/a* 
British Columbia 430 497 533 101 121 134 n/a n/a n/a 


* Included with Grants total 
** not applicable—100 per cent funded by the Province 


School Boards Table 7 (Continued) 
Revenues 
Provincial Assistance Other Revenue Total 
Grants 

Province 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 1,872 1,954 2,049 64 82 102 3,498 3,739 4,019 
New Brunswick n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Quebec 2 LOOME2Z 4082 25915 102 at 122 De), SPD BSS 
Manitoba 219 231 242 11 12. 14 420 448 482 
Alberta Si 547 588 37 39 47 778 856 959 
British Columbia 439 457 422 49 51 76 1019 1126) 6s 


School Boards Table 7 (Continued) 
Expenditures 
Operating Capital Total 

Province 1977. —- 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 197 SOT SOT 
ee 

$M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M $M 
Ontario 3,410 3,680 3,946 128 170 138 3,538 3,850 4,084 
New Brunswick 200 PA) 232 26 18 26 225 230 258 
Quebec 2,856 3,199 3,455 177 167 170 35033) ) 3,300 3.025 
Manitoba 322 351 387 38 38 39 360 389 426 
Alberta 7a 850 958 90 76 122 861 1,026 1,081 
British Columbia 1,034 1,124 1,162 107 104 74 1,141 1,228 1,236 
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School Boards 


Total Debt Outstanding 


Province 1977 

$M 
Ontario 1,437 
New Brunswick n/a 
Quebec 1,416 
Manitoba 202 
Alberta 372 
British Columbia 844 


Table 7 (Concluded) 
Long Term Debt 


In- Year Borrowing 


1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 
$M $M $M $M $M 
1,407 1,314 58 87 60 
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1,471 1,490 207 207 141 
208 218 3i 18 oD 
375 400 44 29 49 
942 1,021 98 96 67 
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Appendix C 


Local Government Special Purpose Bodies 
by Province 
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Local Government Special Purpose Bodies 
By Province 


Province Local Boards and Commissions 


Ontario e District health councils 
e Municipal hospitals 
e Children’s aid societies 
e Conservation authorities 
e Electricity, telephone and gas utilities 
e Harbour and transit commissions 
e Humane societies 
e Housing authorities 
e Public utilities commissions 
e Library boards 


New Brunswick e Parking authorities 
e Electrical utilities 
e Sewer and water utilities 
e Housing authorities 


Quebec e Transit commissions, planning boards 


Manitoba e Transit 
e Hydro-electric 
e Steam heating enterprises 
e Waterworks 
e Sewage disposal systems 


Alberta e ‘Transit and air transport commissions 
e Water utilities 
e Electricity, telephone and gas utilities 
British 
Columbia e Sewer and water utilities 
e Transit authority 
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Footnotes 
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Footnotes—Part Il 


General 


1b 


Information on municipalities and school boards in other provinces was provided directly from the provinces 
surveyed. 


Chapter 1 


ils 


Consolidation of Provincial Expenditures 


Provincial expenditures have been reclassified to reflect the categorization of municipal expenditure by 
function as outlined in Statistics Canada catalogue—A Financial Information System for Municipalities. For ex- 
ample, spending on public safety programs has been recorded under Protection whereas it would normally be 
recorded under the expenditures for Consumer and Corporate Affairs in the provincial accounts. 


Chapter 2 


ile 


Average Income—Statistics Canada Catalogue #13-207 entitled Income Distributions by Size in Canada. 
LOTT LOTS 197.9: 


Chapter 3 


ile 


Alberta Municipal Debt Reduction Program 


This program was designed to reduce debenture debt repayment obligations of Alberta’s municipalities for 
one year only. In respect of other municipalities having no debenture debts, or limited amounts, the Province 
provided unconditional grants which could be used by municipalities to assist with future financing needs. The 
total cost of the program was $1,031,325,765 of which $382,933,635 was in unconditional grants and the re- 
mainder was in cancelled debentures. Figures for 1979 demarcated by an ***’’ include expenditure from the 
Municipal Debt Reduction Program. 


Information on the program is highlighted in Alberta Municipal Affairs, Report on Debt Guidelines and Fi- 
nancial Analysis, May 6-8, 1981. 


. Household Measures 


Many amounts in this publication are compared on a dollar per household basis. This method is used to 
make comparisons among municipalities more meaningful. In a year to year comparison, if the absolute dollar 
amount were used, amounts may appear to be excessively large when, in fact, they are not, when discounted 
by the amount of household growth. Households are used as the base rather than population since most munici- 
pal services are provided to households. 


Household figures were estimated for the provinces of Quebec and Manitoba based on Canada Post publica- 
tions entitled Householder Figures for Letter Carrier Offices and Householder Figures for Non-Letter Carrier 
Offices as statistical data was not available from primary sources. 


. Municipal Charges 


Charges for municipal purposes are taxes paid to the municipality on any basis other than by mill rate 
against assessment. In a strict sense the charges which relate to a particular service are ‘‘earmarked’’ or specifi- 
cally allocated revenues. These include business improvement area charges, sewer and water charges on flat 
rates, sewer and water connection charges, fire service charges, municipal drainage charges and garbage collec- 
tion charges. 


. User Fees and Service Charges 


The term ‘User Fee’’ applies specifically to a particular charge for a particular service whereby the con- 
sumer makes the decision to buy a service as opposed to buying jointly with other consumers as is the case with 
services supported by general, area or local improvement taxation. The items classified as direct user fees are 
those which individuals pay for services directly and in which they can make the decision to consume or not to 
consume at that point. This occurs for services such as transit fares, contributions to homes for the aged and 
charges for recreation, etc. 


. Miscellaneous 


Included in this category are any revenues derived through sources other than those previously covered. 
Specific areas are licence and permits; rents, concessions and franchises; fines; penalties and interest on taxes; 
income from investments; developer’s lot levies and contributions; gain on sale of publications, equipment, 
land: and transfers from other municipal funds and non-consolidated entities. 
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Chapter 4 


1 Other items normally included in Fiscal Services such as transfers to own funds and to other municipalities 
could not be isolated for some provincial accounts. These items are therefore consolidated in general revenue 
fund spending by function. 


2. Capital Expenditures 


Capital expenditures are provided in aggregate. Functional comparisons were not significant without a com- 
plete functionalized breakdown for each province. In addition, there was some difficulty in isolating capital ex- 
penditures from operating in those provinces where capital items were consolidated in general revenue fund ex- 
penditures. 


Chapter 5 


Le Source: City of Calgary submission to Intergovernmental Conference on Local Government Information 
Development, May 1981, entitled ‘‘Responsibility Centre Accounting’’ Conference Document #8 p. 5. 
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